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A READER ’S GUIDE

This analytical review of research reports on the social impacts
of water resources development projects is designed to assist planners
in identifying and evaluating the impacts of project actions. It helps
maximize the use of exis ting research results and me thods by presenting

• summaries (of the research done to date) at various levels of generality.
It also identifies the implicit patterns of research in the area and
suggests questions for future research on the social impacts of project
actions to address.

The review has three levels of summary. The most specific level
is the individual study summaries in Chapter 2. Each provides information
on a specific study —— the project(s) studied , the methods used , and
the impacts identified . The 38 studies were selected from an initial
group of 90 because they identif ied soc ial impac ts that had occurred
in relation to specific projects. If a specific study is des ired,
NTIS numbers are provided for most of the studies. Where no number
is given , contact the performing organization.

The next level of summary provides brief synopses of the
important information contained in the individual study summaries.
The summary of study characteristics (Chapter 3) and the impact
summary (Chapter 4) contain two tables (3—1 and 4—1) and a figure
(4a) which present the key points of the study summaries . Tables 3—1
and 4—1 , which summarize information on study charac teristics and
impacts, are organ ized by study identification number. Together they
constitute a complete compendium of the individual study summaries .
Figure 4a organizes the impacts listed in Table 4—1 by project phase
and impact category.

—
‘S

‘— Let us say you wanted to know what impacts related to community

• cohesion had been identified in the cons truction period and how they
had been measured . First you would turn to Figure 4a, which would
tell you that study No. 34 identified one impact in that area. Flipping
back to Table 4—1 you find that the impact is “lack of conflict over
dam construction.” You now have two choices —— you can get summary
da ta on the me thod employed in study No. 34 from Table 3—1 , or you
can turn to the individual study summary for the full descr iption of
the study including a description of the method used to identif y that
particular impact. This is not the only way to use the tables ; you
could pick a type of projec t or a par ticular method and tra ce through
Tables 3—1 and 4—1 the types of impacts found in relation to them .
The combination of Table 3—1 , Table 4—1 , Figure 4a , and the individual
summaries provides multiple ways to access the soc ial impac t informa tion
contained in the study summaries; the more the tables are used , the
more uses will be found for them .

. - . . I t-



The third and most general level of summary discusses the
patterns formed by the characteristics and impacts presented in
Tables 3—1 and 4—1. The analysis of these patterns (found in the
distribution sections of Chapters 3 and 4) points up several gaps
in the research on social impacts. It is important to recognize
these gaps and the forces which have created them in order to
prevent their repetition in future research . Chapter 5 presents
some ques tions designed to correc t the tendency to follow narrow
research interes ts and neglect the broad range of a project’s social
impacts.
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION

The analysis of the social impacts of water resource development
projects has recently become an important part of water resources
planning . Increasing numbers of laws and regulations , such as
Corps Regulation ER 1105—2—240 are requiring planners to evaluate

- f the possible effects of their actions on the social well—being of a
local area , a state, and the nation . One result of this interest in
the social impacts of water resources development projects has been
a proliferation of research on the subject. As is normal in a new
field lacking an accep ted con cep tual founda tion, this research is
of widely varying utility to the planner in evaluating a project ’s
social impacts.

The purpose of this analy tical review is to organize and analyze
the existing research on the social impacts of water resources
development projects so it can be easily used by wa ter resource planners .
By concentrating on studies which have identified impacts in post—
audit analyses , the intent is to provide a guide to what impacts have
been linked to which specific project actions. The specific objectives
of this review are:

—— Maximize the use of existing research methods and resl.dts
by planners especially as regards the linking of impacts
with specific project actions;

• 
—— Ident i fy  the implici t pa tterns of curren t research to

(a) enable the planner to evaluate the quality of existing
knowledge about social impacts and (b) help the planner
recognize the areas of greatest uncertainty in evaluating
social impacts;

‘-‘S

—— Sugges t f uture directions for  research in this area designed
to increase the quality of knowledge and thereby reduce the
uncertainties of evaluation.

The method used to meet these objectives is the “case survey
method” described by Rober t Yin and Karen Heald of Rand Corporation
in their March 1975 paper “Evaluating Policy Studies by Using the
Case Survey Method.” The case survey method is a literature review
technique which allows one to reliably operationalize qualitative
evidence found in a wide variety of case studies. The key to the
technique is the application of a pre—designed format to each case
study; the focus of the format is on the specific issues described
in the report rather than merely stating conclusions. It is particularly
applicable to areas where research does no t follow a common paradigm
as is the case with the social impacts of water resources development.



The specif ic  steps used in this par ticular application of the
“case survey method” were

— —  Identification of relevant studies,

—— Selection of case studies,

—— Application of a pre—designed format.

The relevant studies were identified through several bibliographies
on the social impacts of water resources development projects :

Wa ter Resources —— Social Impact , DDC Bibliography (4/5/76)

Lehmann , Edward J. Planning and Impact of Water Resource
Programs, NTIS Bibliography (4/75)

Lehmann , Edward J. Public Opinion and Sociology of Water
Resources Development, NTIS Bibliography (4/ 75)

Hamil ton , H. R., et al. Bibliography on Socio—Economic
Aspects of Water Resources, U.S. Department of the
Interior/Office of Water Resources Research (3/66)

Social Impact of Water Resources, U.S. Department of the
Interior/Office of Water Resources and Technology
Bibliograph y (1976)

Economic Studies Sec tion and Env ironmental Resources Branch
Portland District Corps of Engineers . Bibliography of
Social and Land—Use Impacts of Water Resource Develop-
ments (9/76)

Cooke , T. J . ,  et al. Communications for Urban Water Resources
Management —— A Review and Annotated Bibliography,
W. E. Gates Associations , Inc. (2/74).

Any study performed after 1961 whose abstract discussed the social
impacts of specific water resource development projects was chosen .
Over 90 studies were selected on the basis of their abstracts.

The case studies were selected for review on three criteria :

—— Post—Audit Focus

—— Social Impac t Emphas is

—— Spec if ic Projec t (s) mention

2



Post—Audit Focus: Only studies which discussed impacts that
had occurred or were occurring were included. This eliminated many
of the prospective studies that are connected with planning studies
and environmental impact studies . The reason for excluding prospective
studies and environmental impact studies. The reason for excluding
prospective studies was the desire to provide the planner with proven
impact not conjecture, the rationale being that proven impacts provide
a better basis for evaluating potential social impact.

Social Impact Focus: The exact composition of a social impact
if not defined anywhere in the literature. For the purposes of this
study we f ollowed the guidelines of the Pr inc iples and Standards
and Corps regulation ER—l105--2—240. Impacts on income distribution ,
population mobility , population density , emergency preparedn ess ,
community cohesion , local governments , recreation and leisure
opportunities, educa tional and cul tural oppor tuni ties, public health,
community growth and s tabi l i ty, and the displacement of people were
the major types of impacts considered.

• Specific Project(s) mention: To be included in the review , the
research had to refer to specific water resource development projects.
The projects did not have to be identified; a study of all the
water resource projects in Wyoming was accepted. But the projects
had to exist either physically or in the planning process. Studies
of attitudes about water or water resources in general were not
included nor were studies of specific events such as floods (unless
some mention was made of a specific flood control project). The
key concept in this selection criteria was that of imminence; the
project had to have been real to the peop le being impacted.

Using these three criteria, 38 studies were selected from the
90+ studies identified in the bibliographies. A pre—designed format
for reviewing the research was then applied to each study . This
format (described in more detail in Chapter 2) covered the methodology
and techniques used to identify impacts and the specific impacts
identified.

The remainder of the review is based on the application of the
format to the research reports which is presented in Chapter 2.
Chapter 3 summarizes individual study characteristics — when the
research was done , who did it , what projects were studied , wha t
me thods , techniques , and data sources used . Chapter 4 completes the
summary of the individual studies with a review of impacts by project
phase and impact type. Both Chapters 3 and 4 analyze the distribution
of study characteristics and impacts. Chapter 5 presents questions
for future research on the social impacts of water resources developments
which are intended to fill in some of the gaps in the existing
research. The summary chapter reviews the current state of research
on social impacts , its strengths , its weaknesses , and its prospects.

3

______ .5-



CHAPTER 2: INDIVIDUAL STUDY REVIEWS

These reviews are the data base for this review of research on
the social impacts of water resource developmen t projects. Subsequent
chapters summarize their content but do not fully convey the wealth
of material found in them. Selected from a larger bibliography
dealing with the soc ial impac ts of wa ter resource development projec ts ,

• the 38 studies reviewed met the criteria outlined in the above
S chapter: post—audit , social impac ts , and specific project(s).

Once a study was selected for review, a pre—designed for’uat
was applied to elicit the pertinent information relating to social
impacts. The reviews are presented in the format. The first step
was to record specific bibliographic data —— author , title , place
and date of publication . Information was also collected (where
available) on disciplinary background of the author and the source
of f und ing for the research.

The objectives of the research were taken verbatim from the
• text of the reports. Very little attempt was made to interpret the

researchers ’ intent. The data on the water resources development
projects discussed was limited to that presented in the research
report. In a few cases description of the project —— size, storage
capacity , drainage area , type of structure —— were included. In
some study reviews, descriptions of the local area social structure ,
economy , and geography were presented. Most of the reports were

• explicit about the purposes of the project they were study ing and
the project phase with which they were concerned.

The next part of the format relates to the methodology employed
by the researcher. In the section on general method , the overall

‘S conceptual framework of the research was reported. If a researcher
• tested a hypothesis , developed a model , defined variables , or

applied a particular theory , this section noted that fact. Specific
techniques for measuring impacts and data sources used in measuring
impacts were reported under techniques and data used.

• The remainder of the format focuses on the heart of the review:
the impacts of the water resource development projects. The impacts

• reported here are those identified as significant by the research
report. In only a few cases were impacts reported that were not
recognized by researchers as significant. The intent was to report
what had been identified as social impacts , not to interpolate what

-
~ impacts should have been identified.

For each impact identified , several characteristics were discussed .
First the groups impacted were identified. In many cases the
identification of impacted groups was implicit in the measurement
of the impact. Few researchers were explicit about the range of
groups affected by the identified impact. Next , the project phase

________ 
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in which t h e  impact  took p lace  was r e p o r t e d .  The f o r m a t  used t h r ee
project phases: pre—construction , construction , and post—construction .
Dividing impacts into phases was fairly straightforward since few
researchers identified impacts bridging more than one phase. The
indicators used to measure the impact were reported , where available.
Again , few of the reports were explicit about which specific indicators
or data sources related to which specific impacts.

The most information on the identified impacts is in the next
two sections : extent of impac t and cause and process. The extent
of impact refers to the efforts the researchers made to gauge the
magnitude and direction of the impact on the impacted groups. The
cause and process section discusses any attempt to exp lain how the
impact occurred and why it occurred. More often , the cause of the
impact received greater attention than the process whereby the
impact actually occurred.

The remainder of this Chapter contains the results of the
application of this format to the 38 selected reports on the social
impacts of water resources developi~ent projects.

—‘S
-5—
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SOCIAL IMPACTS OF WATER RESOUCES DEVELOPMENTS: STUDY SUMMARY

ID # 1

NTIS# PB-223-375

[STUDY I
TITLE: Private Sector Reaction to Norma l Political Institutional

Proced u res and Outcomes when Water i s an Issue

AUTHORS : Alber t, Harold E. (P.1.)
Res. Asst. David Hall

INSTITUTION : Water Resources Institute , Cle mson Un i vers i ty

BAC KGROUND : Al bert - Pol iti cal Sc ien ti st
S 

Ha l l  — Agr icu l tu ral Econo mi st

PUBLICATION DATE : June 1973

OTHER REPORTS:

FUNDING GROUP : DOI/OWRR and South Carolina Water Resources Con-m ission

FUNDING LEVEL:

FUNDIN G DATES:

STUDY OBJECTIVES : In light of opposition to locating a chemical plant , looking at
Govt. -Private sector interaction in relation to a water resources
devel opment.

1) Establish points of contact between gov t and private Sector.
— 5 2) Determine relationships between groups , and government.

3) Discover how interest groups get government support.
4) Pinpoint possible breakdown in connunication between government

and private sector.

I~~~
JECT j

NAME & LOCATION Location of a $200 million BASF chemical plant on the coastal area
of South Carolina , near Victoria Bluff , and Hilton Head Island on
the Savannah River (one- of the two unpolluted estuaries of the
east coast).

• DESCRIPTION : Beaufort County, South Carolina. 18% of County area covered by water.
Beaufort S.C. — A natural port that was never developed use water but
no effluents. Considerable deep water dredging necessary (Corps) and
7 miles of railro ad tracks. BASF needs 25— 100 IIGI) from the Savannah
River.

4 6
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PURPOSES: Make die stuffs (one p1ai~t) and refine Petrochemicals 
- make

thylene and other plastics raw materials from Naphtha - Sole
chemical plant on coast from Baltimore to Louisiana.

PROJECT PHASE DISCUSSED Pre-Construction

METHODOLO GY
- 

GENERAL: Socio— Politica l case study . Reconstruct conflict over a particular
- water-related issue.

TECHNI QUES AND DATA USED : Files . public records , and interviews

IMPACTS DISCUSSEDJA) Interagency conflict

S - B) Coalition of interest groups to block plant

S C) Formation of interest groups supporting the plant

D) Cancellation of intent to build

E)

- 
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-
~~ IMPACT A : Confl ict among state agencies on details of the plant site such as

railroad construction and dock construction.

GROUPS fl’lP!kCTED: BASE , Inhabitants of Beaufort. The governor of
Sou th Ca ro l ina , State Highway Department , Low
Country Regional Planning Commission . State
Ports Authority .

PROJECT PHASE : Pre-Construction

1110 ICATORS:

EXTE N T OF III PACT : Numerous postponements in decision; no construction
ever undertaken.

CAUSE AND PROCESS : I) Differing interests of agencies (aesthetics vs.
economics vs. zoning vs. disruption of recreation
traffic to Hilton Head) lead to conflict.

2) Increasing costs in the face of a fixed price
contract cause concern.

LI N K TO OTHE R I MPACT S:

‘S’S 
.- ,, IMPACT B: Coalition and formation of interest groups to bloc k plant

GROUPS IPPACTED : Hilton Head and surrounding area residents , BASE ,
State officials.

PROJECT PHASE: Pre—Construct ion

INDICATORS: Participation in a symposium on common opposit ion
to the plant. Admissions of joint strategy.

8

~ 

~~~~~~~~~~~ - 
~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 

_ _



EXTIIIT 01 ~L l :  1orination of a new citizens association. Alliance
of citizen s association and developers. Environments
from all over the U.S. ally with wealthy Hilton Head
residents.

CAUSE AND PROCESS : Concern over pol lution and poss ible damage to
recreation industry creates concern.

LIN K TO OTHER IMPAC TS:

IMPACT C: Formation of interest groups supporting plant and opposing
environment al interest groups .

GROUPS IM PACTED :

PROJ ECT PHASE : pre-constru ction

END ICA TORS:

SN-

EXTENT OF IMPACT : Limited, Petitions supporting BASE get 10 ,000
signatures but BASE cancels anyway.

CAUSE AND PROCESS : State developme nt board pushes to bring BASE into

— 

the area and counteract opposition.

L I N K  TO OTHER IMP ACTS:

j 
.- ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ -.
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I l-IPACT 0: Failu re of BASF to locate in South Carolina

GROUP S I MPAC TED : BASE , S.C. dqenL ~~.~s , local residents

PROJECT PHASE: Pre—Construction

INDICATORS :

EXTENT OF IMPACT : Total Withdrawal

S CAUSE AND PROCESS : BASE deterred by: Citizen oppositi on and resulting
national (Federal Government) pressure. Caught in
growing ecological concern [National ] and in
opposition to wealthy, influential residents of
Hilton Head Island.

SN
L I N K  TO OT HER IM PACT S:

Product of impacts A&B

IMPACT E :

GROUPS IM PACTED :

PROJECT PHASE :

10
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SOCIAL IMPACTS OF WATER RESOUCES DEVELO PMENTS: STUDY SUMMARY

ID # 2

• NTIS# PB-200-725

STUDY I
TITLE: The Function of Social Behavior in Water Resource Development

AUTHORS: Andrews , Wade and Geersten , Dennis

INSTITUTION: Institute for Social Science on Natural Resources and Center for Water
Resources Research. Utah State University .

BACKGROUND : Andrews - Prof. of Sociology. Geersten - Res. Associate

PUBLICATION DATE: December 1970

OTHER REPORTS:

FUNDING GROUP: DOI/OWRR allotment funds

FUNDING LEVEL:
SN FUNDIN G DATES :

STUDY OBJECTIVES: Exploratory study :

1) Determine social psycholog ical value patterns advancing or
impending development of water as a resource.

2) Determine how basic cultural and social organi zational
arrangements are interrelated in motivations and attitudes
and are instrumental in enhancing or impeding development and use
of water

PROJECT ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ [Proposed] on Bear River 10 m l. N.E. of
Preston Idaho 3,760 sq. ml. drainage area. Total capacity 375,000

NAME & LOCATION acre feet , cost - $26 million. Honeyvi lle Reservoir [Proposed] -

On Bear River 4 mi. S.E. of Tremonton Utah draina ge area 6,000 -~q.mi. total capacity . 120,000 acre feet , cost 6 million. Enlarge
existing Glendale Dam and Reservoir — Cost 4 million. Build

DESCRIPTION: several canals - Oneida Canal 104 vi. long cost $32 mi l lion , others
aroun~i 20 miles long, cost between 51-5? million. Near Ogden ,Utah ,
expect to divert some water to Ogden area primar ily rura l ,
agricultural , and Mormon.

11 
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PURPOSES: Oneida Reservoir and Canal - irrigation , wildlife management , municipal
and industrial (Ogden) water use.
Glendale enlargement — irrigation.
Honeyvi lle - Wildl i fe management, municipal and industrial (Ogden) w~teruse .
All reservoirs somewhat for flood control and recreation .

PROJECT PHASE DISCUSSED :
Pre—Construction

S { MET HODOLOGY

GENERAL: Exploratory — Survey Resea rch
Theoretical interest functional/dynamic relationship cultural values,
social organizations , and social change interest in resistance to change.
Also wish to aid public and private decision—making.

TECHNIQUES AND DATA USED: Random sample survey of househo ld heads in middle and
lower Bear River Basin. Interviews using open and close
ended questionna i re (150 questions), 3 different
residential categories: Metro-Urban; small town , and
open country : Using rnapseoment technique. Stratified
sample of all three groups. Asks questions on
characteristics , attitudes about social change, water
politics , irrigation , and specific proposed projects.

IMPAC TS OI S CUS S
~~1A) Differing levels of awareness about proposed projects.

SN
• SN- B) Low accuracy of knowledge about projects.

C) Farmers most interested in the projects.

0) Inequities perceived in differing degrees.

E) 

- — . . ..: . ~. - . -~~~-.
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a

IMPACT A: Differin g levels of awareness about proposed projects.

GROUPS IlIr r~cr [~ : Residents of counties in river basin area.

Pi~1J2L CT PHASE : I re-Construct ion

Answers to question Have you heard of the Bear River
rec 1at i ~tion project proposed for development of Bear
River? Answer Yes denotes awareness.

EXTE NT OF III PACT: Idaho residents (upstream) more aware of the project
than Utah residents - residents of Frankl in County
[Locat ion of Oneida Narrows p -o ject j  most knowledgeable
(9 . 5  ).  Middle basin counti es of Utah next w i th  83
awareness. Utah counties have about 75 awareness.

CAUSE At4J PROCESS: Frankl in leads because niajor dam has been proposed for
that area . Utah also the scene of intense public
a c t i v i t y  by the Bear River Protect ive Assoc ia t ion  in
opposition to the project.

LIt :K TO OTHER t PA C TS :  ~j n1 y those Iw d re (~f the ’ L rOJ~~~.t relevant to othOr
i r  pd~ ts .

SN
-5—

~ IPA C T B: 
~. w  accura .y  ~ knowled ge re arding pro jec ts .

GROUPS I1IPACT ED: Residents of Bear River Basin Counties

PROJECT P r i5 ~S[ :  Pm -Construct ion

IND ICATORS: Responses to open ended question — ~h.u t are they going
to do to the Bear River? Responses judged by 3
researcher s and m e m ber of the Bureau of Reclamation as
to correctness and spe c4f ic itv of knowledge. Focus
primarily on farm ers who are shown to be most aware.

L . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _
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EXTE NT OF llll’AC I: Only 1/4 of Utah farmers and 1/5 of Idaho farmers
have hi gh level of knowledge. Farmers and non-farmers
generall y not clearly informed about the projects.
Little difference between states on knowledge accuracy .

j
CAUSE AND PROCESS: Lack of active interest in project is responsible. Mass

media cited by 57 as main source of information ,
- S friends , contacts , and neighbors second at 32 .ls.

Government agencies and meetings about 4-5 each .

LINK TO OTHER IMPACTS:
Farnmers greater interest ver i f ied in Impact C m , ~,l ing
this finding part icularly s ign i f icant .

IMPACT C: Farmers the most interest in the project.

GROUPS IMPACTED: Residents of Bear River Basin Counties

PROJECT PHASE: Pre-Con structi on

SN INDICATORS: Level of knowled ge, attendance at nmeetings , desire to
become better informed , level of opposition or support
for the project.

S 

EXTENT OF IMPACT: Farmers better informed , two farm categories (open
country and small town ) main ones attending meetings
(1/2 of each group ) Pew non-farm people attend meetings.
55.. of famnmers believe they actively attempted to become
better informed compared to 35 open country non-f arms ,
72 . sma fl town non-farm , and .1 metro-urban. Farmers have
lowest percentages of no opinion on att i tudes toward
projects.

CAUSE AND PROCESS:
Main purpose of the project is i r r igat ion so the farmers

S are natural ly most interested. Members of the canal
cooperat ives s igni f icant ly  store ac t i ve .

LINK TO OTHER IMPACTS: Farmnern-- 40v figures in each i-pact

— —  ~~~~S- — ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~



~-;I ACT D: Dif ferent degrees of oppos it ion to the projects.

GROUPS IMPAC TED: Res idents of Bear River Basin Area .

PROJECT PHASE [‘re-Construction

INDICATORS: Response to questions: whether one area would be
benefited more than another , whether the projects
would help the water picture , whether they would be
hurt persona lly.

EXTE NT OF I MPACT : Most people felt projects would not hurt thenm persona lly.
Less than 1/3 of the open country people see project as
good. Over 1/2 of the metropolitan people favor it.
Upstream residents much more opposed to projects than
downstream residents. Bear Lake County — 66 it wi ll
hinder the water picture. Box Elder (Utah) County -

9.2 say it will hinder.

CAUSE AND PROCESS : S - -Upstream residents see benef its primarily accruing to
downstream people. Why open country people consistently
stronger in opposition is not clea r. Personal threat
does not seem to be the bas is for opposition.

LINK TO OTH ER IMPACTS:

IMP A CT E :

GROUPS IMPACTED:

PROJ ECT PHASE:

15
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SCC IP mL iN PCIT S (iF ~AT [R R[’~OUCE S DFVFL O PM[N T~~: STUDY SUN~M AR Y

: 3

NT I S~

S7~ ’JY I
TI TLE: ide ntification and 1-leasurement of Qu~.lity of Life Elem ents in Plan n inq

fur ~,mte r Resources Uev elo pm mme mm t: An Exploratory Stud y .

AUTHO RS : -Thdm -ews , ,~d-Ju ; Da v id. A lten B., Lyon , ennc t im S. Madsen , Gary L.
Ros Kell y, P. Wel li nm i ; Bower , Bruce L.

INSTITUTION : Institute for Social Science Research on Diturcl Resources,
Utah State University.

BACKGROUND: Socio logist. Political Scientist , Econo m ist , Sociologist , Sociologist

PUBLICATION DATE : i~pm - i l  1972

OTHER REPORTS:

FUNDING GROUP: Bureau of Rec lamation/DO I

‘-‘S

FU NDING LEVEL :

FUNDINP, DATES:

STUDY OBJECTIVES: Explore the benefits and costs of elements which nmay be
contributing to the quality of life of people living in
and being affected by a water developnm ent project area .
Looking for means of ident ifying relevant variables and
mm m ea suring them.

- .5

PROJECT

NAME & LOCATION Central Utah Project - I n c l u d e s  p a r t s  o f  J n i t j h , Wasatch. Utah.
‘• t i l l a rd , and Duchesne Count ies. Var ie ty  of Projects:  Utah
County - Aqueducts and Utah Lake , Wasatc h-Strawberry Reservoir
(being expanded ) and Deer Creek Reservoir. Another is planned,

DESCRIPTIO N: Duschne Reservoir-newl y in o~ur~ t ion , Un it i h -Ste inak er  Reservoir-
in operation for nine. years.

16
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~l ii - P0SES: Flood control , irr igation and c t i m -a~ e.

PROJECT PHASE DISCUSSED: Pre Construction , Con structim ,n . Post-Construction

METHODOLOGY

GENERAL : m r basic t y;~c- 5 of iata used - Survey ( f u c a l  and in—depth for~ ml )
Inter ac tm un w :tn r :~m rm: z e d groups , and secondary sources.

T ECHNIQUES AND DATA USED: lnt~- rv iew schedule - e x p l u r m t u r y ,  combines open and
c cs e  ended ~

-
~e s t 1um ;~~. general questions on aest het ics ,

~o’k , leisure , cv. ] ut living, and water reso urces.
m m r i o u s  l i s t s  used to generate r d m m d - i ~ sanmp les for
interv iews — rm - i - ; a t m u m m , elec tr m J ~u k u : s .  a ll water
users , tel ephum e b..~ S -

IMPACTS D1SCUS~~~ A ) ~cd~ ~m un ~ ~~~~~~~~~ ccc  i m u d m m m ; .

6) i m t m ~m ’ - .y~~e, -
~ ,m s tne ~ 1c va u, c f  area .

C)  ir ~~’€. ,:,ri~~~~’’~~m c / sucia l - - t. li’ y .

0) ( nui~ r , - c :  m e t  u~ ertain lems j re ac ti vm tie s .

E) Inc reased :mvc ’m i l e d e l i mm ~ um~ncy .

17



~ _ _

IMPACT A: Reduction of anxiety over flooding.

Cl]OL:]5S li ]r ’CTED: Residents of Duchesne , Utah , and Unitah Counties.

[‘PUJECT Pi1D ~ 
Post—Construction

1]~DICr. TCRS: 
Conmparison of anxiety  leve ls  between counties w i th
vary ing degrees of flood protection.

EXT L T OF IIIPACT Farmers of Unitah County exhibi t  less anx ie ty  than other
two count ies [2 hi gh to 9 high in other two count ies ] .
],on- fa rnmers of Unitah s L i gh t l y less anxious [6 1% -

anxiety to 5 1% and 59 ].

1 ~~~~~~ 
Unitah County has had 10 years experience wi th the

CAUSE A~ D Steinacker Reservoir giv ing them a long time to
real ize flood control benef i t s .

LINK TO OTHER I l ’ PACTS:

IMPACT B: Enhance rment of aesthet ic  qual i ty of the area .

GROUPS IMPACT ED: Residents of Utah , Unitah , and Duc t me s ne Count ies.

PROJECT PHASE: Post-Co nstruction

INDICATO RS: 1)uestion s on:- a) whether the reservoirs had em m h,mr ~~e: (
atural  beauty , and b) if emphasis should i- i placed

on beaut i f i ca t ion  of reservoi r .  

--5- - - -‘S _ _ _  ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~



EXT ENT OF lIT ‘ c l :  Al l  categories [farm and non—farm] show large m i
feel reservoir has immoderately or greatly i m p r o v e d
beauty of an area (84 , 88 , 86 ). Nearl y l m~lf the
sample (47. ) fel t sore emphasis was needed on
beaut i f icat ion.

CAUSE AND PROC ESS: One factor contributing to large interest in aesthet ic
value is the fact that driving and s ightseeing were
the top ranked recreation act iv i t ies by farm and non-farm
groups.

LINK TO OTHER IMPACTS:

IMPACT C: Increased econo immic /soci a l stability .

GROUPS IMPACTED: Residents of Unitah County.

PROJECT PHASE: Post-Construction

IND ICATORS : Acres of land cu l t ivated and irr igated , nu L-ur of days
reported working by fa r urs , average value of furnm
products , responses of res idents to questions on income
change.

SN

EXTENT OF IMPACT: Residents feel m n c c es have rais ed 1 O —15 , irri t a t m d
land increases 26 while state as a whole decreases.
Nummmber of far’ em- s reporting more than 100 days worked
increases by 26 more than other areas.  Average value
of f~ rnm products increases 125 — rest of state D9 -

S 

CAUSE AND PROCESS: Impact is a result of the project since ‘there was no
mnajor agricultural cha lge other than Steinacker Reservoir
in the area for the ten years studied (1g59-l96 9L .

LINK TO OTHER IMPACTS:

19
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IMPACT 0: Enhancement of certa in leisure activit ies.

GROUPS IMPACTED: Residenta of Unitah and Wasatch Count ies

- 
- PROJECT PHASE : Post-Construct ion

I NDICA TORS : Depth interviews with selected resident on genera l
benefits and costs of projects;  number of garden
clubs fornmed.

EXTENT OF IMPACT : Few people in Verna l area of Unitah County had enough
water for gardens before Steinacker was constructed.
Now many people garden. A number of garden clubs have
been fornmed. Winner of the Garden Show at last years
Utah State Fair lives in Vernal.

CAUSE AND PROCES S : Increased wate r supp l y result ing f r o  Ste mn. .~
,r

Reservoir -
- .:~ s~~5 gardeni n . store feas ible.

N.
SN

LINK TO OTHER IMPACTS:

IMPACT E: Increase in juven ile de linque n . ~~.

GROUPS IMPACTED: People in Un: tab cc mm mty .

.
5 PROJECT PHASE : 

Post-Construct ion

(0

_ _ _ _  _  

~~~~~~~~

_____ ___________ 
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IND ICATORS: Comnm mments of Law Enf o rc m r c nt Offi cials in Vernal
Area and State Juvenile Tut hum - i ties.

i T E N T  OF I’ii7 CT : Imvpre ssion of ~row m m m :  J u v e n  m le del i - u e m : c y  , increased
numnber of j uv e n i l e s  re c emvmn g ‘r . ff i . c i t ut m o m - c .

~A AU P DCES5 Increased aff lue m:cm- t mi are a c T t ( n m i  from::USE 0 P 
~ Steinacker Reservoir - e a r s r e  .- .ur people own

automnobi 1 es.

L I N K  TO OTHER IMPA CTS : Di~~ .’. ‘ . ‘ I m pac t C.

SN
-‘-.5-
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SOCIAL IMPACTS OF WATER RESOUCES DEVELOPMENT S: STUDY SUMMARY

ID# 4

NT IS# [‘8-23-1- 3 18

STuDY I
S 

T I T L E :  A Pre linminary Model of the Hydrolog ic-Soci olog ic Flow Syctv- r of an Urban
Area.

AUT HORS : Andrews , Wade; Riley, J. Paul ; Colton , Craiq W. ; Shih , George B.; and
Maste ller , Malco imm i B.

INSTITUTION : Institute for Social Science Research on Natural Resources and the Ut a h
Water Research Laboratory , Utah State University.

BAC KGROUND : Sociology and Hydrology

PUBLICATION DATE : April 1973

OT HER REPO RTS:

FUNDING GROUP: DOI/OWRR

SN FUNDING LEVEL :
N.

FUNDIU P, DATES:

STUDY OBJECTIVE S: Initial effort to develop a composite model of Hydrologic and
Sociolog ic systems as relates to urban water resources planning:
1) Define problems of flood control in urban areas; 2) Identif y

- - hydrolog ic and sociolo gic components of these problems and
o - linkages between them; 3) Evaluate available data and data

• collection procedures; 4) Develop concepts for a model of
hydro—socia l systems ; 5) Test , to a linmited degree , the validity
of model relationships.

f PROJ~~JJ
NAME & LOCATION Various hyarologic options discussed: Channe lizati on and stream

lining most discussed . Area studies: Eastern 1/2 of Salt Lake
County—4 creeks that empty into the Jordan River which empties
into Great Salt Lake. Population (1970) 131 ,882 - Close to CBD

DESCRIPTIO N : of Salt Lake City.

Creeks are connected to canyon runoffs to the east. Thi s and urban
area make flood damage potential quit e hi gh.

S 22
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PURPOSES: Pri mmmari l y Flood Control. .

PROJECT PHASE DISCUSSED: [ ‘ re-Construct ion

GENERAL : Intere sted in developing a model uf policy interaction with hydrologic
optiurs. r i c . a r y  interest in developing conceptual model - not i n  testing
m:Io re testing expected in later volumes]. Testing — survey and secondary

S sources.

TECHNI°UES AMO DATA USED Two random sanmples : 1) People whose property is
‘
~ 

‘ i miimediate ly adjacent to stream - : N=8O ; 2) People not
adjacent to stream but in flood prone areas N 1l9
interviewed for attitudes and associated behavior
re lat ing to fl ood contrc ] .  Close ended interv iew
schedule.

IMPACTS DISC USSEDt A)a Differing levels of opposition to proposed projects.

B)
N.

SN

C)

0)

E)

24
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IMPACT A: Differing l e v e l s  of oppo~iti on to proposed projects .

GROUPS l!1PImCTLD: Peop le living adjacent to streams and people in
flood prone area.

PROJ E CT Pi .TUL : [‘re-Construct ion

INDICATORS: Overt act ions: writing letters, sign ing petitions ,
vocal protests , similar ac tivities. Responses to
survey questions.

EXTENT OF IFIPACT: Streamside samp l e  closest to the city molt opposed .
Streams ide sample closer to mountains less opposed
People not adjacent to streams but in flood prone
areas least opposed to channelization or stream-:
lining. Those who opposed the project more and took
more overt action against it streamside (32.) flood
prone (8 ).

CAUSE AN D PRO CESS : In the urban area , those of higher socio-eco nomic
status and who own more expens ive homes are most in
opposition to : i rmm .jc ~ t; streafl: is an important part

- S 
of their landsc ape. T h m s is why people near mounta inS
oppov e--th ey are m mos t ] y of h i gh socio-econo nmi c status.

~r emm not as m , L o r t ~ rt to people in flood prone areas

but not on the strea

LINK TO OTHER l l ’ PA CTS:

SN
H

IMPACT B:

GROUPS IMPACTED:

PROJ E CT i’i T S ( :

IND ICATT .P°:

-.5- - -- 
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SOCIAL IMPA CTS OF WA T F P P,{SD ( iC [S DEV{j . DP?.~[I1TS:
__

ST UD Y S UMMARY

ID~ 5

NT I S~

I STUDY I
TITLE: Social Aspects of Flooding in the Urbanized East Salt Lake County Area.

AUTHORS: Andrews , Wade; Dunaway , Wi ll ia im m C. Geersten , Dennis C.

INSTITUTION: Institute for Social Science Research on at sr , l Resources,
Utah State University .

BACKGROUND: Sociolog ists

- I PUBLICATIO N DATE : July 1972

S OTHER REPOPTS :

FUNDING OP.CUH

FUNOING LEVEL :
‘.5

N. FUNDING DATES :

STUDY OBJECT iVES: Brief review of: I) physical f~~. to r ~ rela tm r m ; to floodi rm:;
2) social factors affecting flooding: 3) Ico (inq dar.ii .

~~~OJE CT

NAME & LCC OTIT ’ I  Channel l it  i o rm and oth e r  Im minmI r  f lood contr o l  I I e r s m m r e c  (curbs,
stjr. drains. etc.) in and around Salt Lake City v i th spec:
regard to f l o o din mi of the Jordan R i s c .

DESCP.IPTI°’,: Area prone to fl o odi rm: . Mountains and desert im m it e close.
Snow ram ]  t f loods less. mmm i m m m. mmt than c loudburst f loods

— - . - .  ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 
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PURPOSES: Flood control.

PROJECT PHASE DISCUSSED: [‘re-Construction

L ~‘ETHOv:Uo GY

G ENE RAL : U r m e f  Review of Research

TEC.Im ,IQUES AND DATA USED: Secondary sources.

MPACTS DISCUSSE DI A~-t Social conflict over aesthetics.

B

C)

0)

E)

L - - _ _ _ _
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IMPACT A: Social conflict over aesthe tics.

GROUPS ll- IPT tCT ED: St rean msj d e residents

PROJECT PHASE: Pre—Con struc t ion

IIIDICATORS : Testi immony at Corps Hearings

EXTENT OF I MPACT : People downstrea imm defeat Corps proposal to cemm ient line
or otherwise alter the channels of streanms to handle
flood waters front built up areas above them.

CAUSE AND PROCESS: People opposing are nm otivated by the feeling that they
(lower streanm residents) should not suffer the negative
aesthet ic  e f fects  of channel i.zat i on because of a f lood

S prob le nm caused unnecessar i l y by the act ions of ot hers
living upstream.

LINK TO OTHER IMPACTS:

N. 
S

— 
IMPACT B :

GROUPS I I1 PAC TE D :

PROJECT PHASE:

INDICATORS:

-- 5-— - - 5- - - -
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r: LL : Social Liimermsions f : ,r Lsarm Flood Control Decision s

~~~, 5 4 . .. - - 0 rm d r e w s , TiD e, and Geersten , Der m is

- T l °JTI ON : Institute for Social Science Research on l a t u r m i  Resources ,
Utah State Un i versity

L.~. ~°.flUND: Sociologists

r- ;,LICATION DATE : January 1974
- 

S (ER REPORTS:

F .NDING GROUP: DOI/OWRR

FUNDING LEVEL:
- 

SN. FUNDIH~ DATES:

STUDY OBJECTIVES: Exploratory study of social variables most mm .S m m rt j nt to making
public decisions about controlling flood waters of mi t t - r i m s :
a) describe inmport a nt inst i tut ions;  b) describe behavior of peop le
regarding fl ood control decisions. Object ives: a) lm ut e rm : i ne
social factors affect in : flood control decisions; b) Discover and
mm :easure attitudes (inst itutional ) affectin g decision—making.

-
~ PROJECT SVariety of flood control proposals: I) Master storm drain syn t er

NTM E & LOCATION 2) Jordon River dredgina and channeling-—in downtown Salt Lake C i ty ;
3) Jordon River parkways- -channe l enlargenment, desiltin g or catch
basins , and recreational parks; 4) Retention Par k s -—Mos t  of t imm me
parks when needed flood basins; 4) Channeling stre:m c leaping into

OESC P.I PT ION: Jordon River from east.

- 
-a Steep Tmr rr s  in~Seve ra l creeks descend in m: r a ( m d l  f r m m r :  W m s a l  I: mountain

range into heavil y settled Salt Lake City a c m . Urbanizat ion
spreading a ] m r m q creeks into the mouta ins. Altm . - ing d r a i m m : m  m a tt .rr m .

- 5 - -  —~



PURPOSES: Flood control and in sommm e cases recreation.

PROJECT PHASE DISCUSSED: ( r r-Lm m m m s t r , rtion

[~~ 7~~~~ LO~~~J
GENERAL: Sammmplin g, survey, statistic al analysis deals prin iar ily wi th the socialaspects of flood control. A lim ited/exp lorator y study. Even tuallydevelop a model of flood behavior motiv ation.

? T ‘ES AN~ DATA USED’ 
Samples: 1) Streamside residen ts n=80; 2) Residents ofECHN Q ‘ flood prone areas not inm nmediate ly adjacent to strea nmsn=l 9 . Categories: flood Cxperience and hazard perception ,awarenes s and commimunica tion indexes related to floodi ng,
levels of concern , attitud es toward proposed projects ,general politi cal , social , recreation patterns , measures
of aesthetic leisure , and envir onmental , and p olitical
factors. S ta t i s t i ç s - ~ H~ squire test for independen ce
and si gnificance .05 level acceptabl e.

IMPACTS DISCUSSEDIA ) Differin g institu tional responses to public pressure.

B) Low awareness of pertinent government agencies.
N.

• SN

C) Di ffering level s of awareness of specific p lans and
their inmp lic ati ons.

D) Low level of political activity.

E)

09
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IMPACT A: Differing institutional fesponses to public pressure.

GROUPS lMi ;.U ’ii.. . Local Governm m ,ent , Ar imm y Corps of Engineers, local residents

li:UJ L LT I rU ’,T : : I re- L in struCtion

1.0 ~ r
, ~~~ ~~ m m n d , rv  s mm r Cs

EXTENT OF 1l I ~ C First count y flood control depart nment t m l t a t  m v e l y
, ; ; r m m v e t  s t r e a m s  lining (actually built rn  one area).
Citizens group upstre a,rm , anticipating work in their area ,
petitioned against it--brought a reversal of o~~f m cia l
county attitude. County flood control director said he
supported m ultip le use retention basins. The Corps had
been the advocate the channeliz ation because it was mort-
effic ient. After county builds a retenti - rm bas in. Corps

CAUSE A ND PROCESS : 
gives UP advocacy of channelization.

Differing response is the result of the fact that the local
government more sensitive to local public expression and
pressure than the more insulated and remote federal
agency. Corps fails to recognize that technical
efficiency and economic sen t are not the most im - - ] m o r t a m m t
issues.

LI NK TO OTHE R I l - PACTS:

N , IMPACT B: Low awareness of pertinent government agencies.

GROUPS IMPACTED: Local residents , local , state , and federal agencies

PROJECT PHASE: [‘re-Construction

INDICATOR S: Responses to. questions in survey identify any governmmment
agencies whose main purpose in Salt Lake City is flood
control. Awareness existed if flood control depart :mment
or Corps was mimentioned.

.30
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EXT I I IT  OF 1] J - ; S L l :  Only 1/3 people were aware of one or more flood
control agencies while 2/3 were aware of flood
control problerrms. Streams ide (43 ) more aware than
flood prone (30.3- - ) residents.

CAUSE AND PROCESS: Streamside more aware because of recent stream
channeling debate. [Many view Corps in a national
perspective rather than a local one.]

L I N K  TO OTHER IMPACTS: Different l evels of awareness of
specific plans and implications

IMPACT C: Different levels of awareness of specific plans and implications.

GROUPS IMPACTED : Local residents

PROJECT PHASE: [‘re-Construction

INDICATORS: Responses to survey questions. Read a list of plans
and asked : 1) if they ’d heard of it; and 2) how it
would control flooding.

SN

EXTENT OF IMP ACT: ~]o. t who know of projects know seine specifics.
Streanmside residents mr,ore aware of plans and the ir
relative desirability than flood i. mm ’ m a (e residents.
Parkway plan is least visible as a flood control
measure . Dredging and channeling of Jo r d a n  River
i s  most  v is ib le :  people who had l ived st r im , r . m id e
longer than 6 years mmmu c h mm mor e aware of f lood
projects.

CAUSE AND PROCESS:
Debate over chann eli zation more dir : I y aff ec ts
streamside residents therefore they are more irmt r ls tm l
in finding the ,,more desirable flood control m ’m i , - m - S ’ 9 .

Jordon River Parkway was publicized m ainly as
recreation; its flood control fmi r ’ . a m : , because if its
complexity, was downp layed. Long ternt r,sidents who
have mmm o~ t awareness are hommmeowners directly affected

LINK TO OTHER IMPACTS: by alteration s- ~-rm flood control measures.

i i  
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IMPACT D: Low level of public activity .

GROUPS IM PAC TE D : Local residents, streamside and flood danmage

PR OJECT PHA SE : [‘re—Cons truction

~ T RS• 
Responses to survey questio ns on beha vior related toINDI A 0 . 
flood control propos als

Only 1/20 of s t r e a m — s i d e  flood da ma ge residen t s haveEXTENT OF IMPA C T, activel y promoted proposal s since 1965. Onl y oneflood daxmage resident has actively Opposed : 1/3 ofstreanms,de residen ts have actively -~:mp o sel projects.All Opp osition was centered around stream : oha nnelizat ion

CAU SE AND PROCES S: Opposition caused by aesthe tic; ecolo gical , financia land safety concern s. People also feel plans are noteffective in con trolling floods. Because floods arereall y rather rare , few people activel y promote theproject.

L I N K  TO OTHER IMPA CTS : 
Lmn kemf to I m p a c t s  A ~ C

GROUPS IMPACTED :

PROJECT PHASE:

f_ S

_ _  

-~~~~~ 
5- 

—

~~~~~



5 - - -- .-- --,_--- -.- - - 5 - - -- ,.-,-- 5--- - - -  .5- - - . - - - - - -~~~~~~~~~~

- I m L j / \ L 1I” l’AC1~ 01 W A T I R  RESOUI1 ( I I( V I ]  (5-’’]’ V

t m  7

I ~T - -

Ui] L :  “Social  :fCcts m i  C f m a m m m mes in The l o t .  i f Bear ski , Art r ; . r- . t s t t ’
Body sf Li tter”

U. 0 . A n . t r m v r , Wade II. and llu rmsv,i v , Ut 11 ianm C.

I f O T I  It] m - i l ] :  I n s t i t u t e  f r  Soc i - i l  Sci e nc e P.esear m ) m and : m : u r r  1 O r . . ca- i - i es
I t a im S t . m t e  U n ivi s i t - c  t.ca m :,mn , Utah

I.1 C. f. : f I A T ]

I f  -‘ T I L l ;  ~A T ’  : 11/ 1/75

OT i ll r V U I -

FLU I T  r I T A :  f i m] ]  i IWRT (in part )

i- Pl c t~[ i

— 
tT] ) • .~ . It,’ ]  I

N.
SN - ‘~~~~~~~~~~~ ‘ “ ‘ -

S1L’l:i OT IAC T I .] - :  E i i ’ m r m m o  con:petinq and con f l i c t i ng  uses of ~- i t e r  and e m ma n m i n e social
e f fec t s  of change in use of wa te r . Water  use and i t m s t i t u m . i m m m m m f
st ructures and Policies.

1) Concefmtual approach 1mm conflict of use
2) Desc ribe con t l ict s in mm,ttm r se in Bear vat l i v
3) Ana lv .’i ins t m t - m t i o n a l  cons ti - t int s A conflicts
4 ]  (‘ t m  msor merm f Pol i r : i e s

- - 

[~~
:cLm tLl 

- - - 

V : ‘. ] I  I; f: pm r Lake - in ‘f l i r t  m er ’ , m Utah and Southe rn Idaho , Hea r t 0 t  ( P i t - Pi ver
Basin - A l r m m s t  a rm a t i r .mI resevoir .

01 f 5t!l rpIoT : L i m it [m moiy m m fresh wa t er . 1 : 1 )  sq. m m mi l es of ..m t m t ’  located on a
r i  (mr ( m i m e r s I  ro u t e  - Salt L i k e  to Ye l l ows tone A Grand Teto n -m , m mft - r mmrm jnq etrl y stami es mit recreational deve lopmm m en t

S 
‘ 
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UT 
~~

- ‘ lii ] t i—Purpose — Recreation , irri gation arid ; mm m wt r m m

. 1  I S I  1 . 1. ] :  USE/ Post Const ructio n

Hypothesis advanced/Mode ls/App lic a ti O r l mm f soc io lo rt ievl conflict and
ecological field survey : stratified sam mmplinq of property t lmt m m ry

owners (Locatiofl/Predom :minafl t Residence )

TtCt :U . [:1:1 L.-’~i7. LV U : Interviews with local elected and appoi nted officials (8)
xmai led questionnaire (Preceded ty Telep hone call) to 120
random l y selected prope rt- , owners .
Secondary data sources - comnt issfon ,;meetin qs town counc il
nmeeting s, academr m ic st ;,m im e’ ; , mm ewspap er accounts
stratification - location of resider,ce,’p erm mamsency ot resi dence
age , sex , education , occupat ’sn

S i t  C I lL.
: J A ; i - .

,
.] 0 : 1.)

Conmnmunity Power structure elabor ation
SN

~
— I;)

Conflict between new and older interest groups

C)
Decrease in Agricultura l Land

13) Crea t ion  of Bear Lake Regio nal Coninission

U) Decrease in number of farmmrs

34
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I MPACT A: Co m m m munity Power St ru cture E labo ra t i on

GROUPS Jl - PACTCU : Several towns in the Bear Lake region .

PROJECT PHASE: lost construction/use

IN DICATO RS :

EXTENT OF IMPA CT : More interes t in seeking advice fronm Outsi de groups
to help deal with previously unencountere d problems .

CAUSE AND PROCESS: Rapid social change due to change in land and water
resource use is the source of the new problems .

- I LI~IK TO OTHER IMPACTS: Related to all other impacts.

- 
N IMPACT B: Conflict between new and old interes t groups

N.

GROUPS IMPACTED: Recreational interests and downstream a g r i c u l t u r a l i s t s
and power com pany

PROJECT PHASE: Post-Construction

INDICATORS: Differences on taxes and pollution

35
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EXTENT OF llIi A C T :  Much of fanning land previously untaxed now being taxed
as r e c r e a t i o n  p rope r t y , f o r c i ng  nmany fa~~~ rs and ranchers
to sell out . Others can ’t expand thei r operations.
Recreation ists are concerned about anima l waste pollutiono f l ake.

CAUSE : Rapid inf lux of recreation users with different
priorities.

LINK TO OTHER IM PACTS:

IMPACT C: Decrease in Agricultural Property (52)

GROU PS IM PACTED: Farirme rs

PROJECT PHAS E: Post—Construction

INDICATORS: Number of farm tracts

SN

EXTENT OF IMPA CT: Not given

CAUSE AND PROCESS: Property t a x e - , because of re c l a s s i f i c a ~ ion as
m m  rm :-a t t onal  proper ty. Farmers can ’ t pay ta n s

and have to se l l .  A l so  those farnmers who sfc m c
ci (m i r cut back to snmall p r lots or cannot expand.

LINK TO OTHER IMPACTS: Cause of Impact A .

36
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lIIPACT D: Creation of a Bear L m k, Regional Comission

GROUPS IMPACTED: Entire region

PROJECT PHASE: Post-Construction

INDICATORS : Secondary accounts — informal Congressional hearings.
Interviews with official s and prooe rty owners .

EXTENT OF IM PACT : Conntiission is well thought of in the area. Many
officials feel it is the most , i : m l m r mm l m r r  ate moans for
handling the problems of the inter tate body of water .

CAUSE AND PROCESS: Feel ing of social and env t ronnmen tal problenms not
solved by existing institutions m r m t c - s 1m ~:~; m m m - s i on.
High re tard for Conmmiss ion is the result O f  ( V S
close contact with local town and county o f  vi als
on zoning, water , and sewage prob me .

L I NK TO OT HER IMPACT S: Related to Impact’; A , B , C , an d E
N

- I

IMPACT E: Decreasing number of farmers

GROUPS IMPACTED: Farme rs

PROJECT PHASE: Post-Construct ion

37
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INDICATORS: Number of fa ri:m t r a m t 1

- EXTENT OF IMPAC T Fa r nmers se ll inm : land. Extent of selling
not given.

CAUSE AND PROCESS: Property taxes caused by reclassification as
recreational prope’ty. Land formo rly unt5t,, mt .

LINK TO OTHER IMPACTS : Cause of : r I l l m m . t  A , directly related to Imm i m ic t  C.

N.
N.

4

38
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1] TLF: Social l ’ m p d c t S  i.it W d t e r  Aes m ur ce  I cvei jm; e rm ts m m . ]  t t m m ~~I Imp lica tio n s for

roan and Rura l Develop irment: A OU-~t- uudi t anal ysis of t tm .- Letmc r Basin
ru]C t in t a tm .

1t Andrews, Wade; M a dso rm . Gary; Legaz , r e ; ur

II. I l l m ( I ; V . I n s t i t u t e  . r  Social Sc ence A .-’ e r c ’m on Va t u r i l Resources ,
Utan State jrm i versity

- Ir : Sociologists

l i i - ]  IU,T II fdA December leVi

( m T ( i [ R  UI Cmi tm IS:

A :  DOI /OWRT (in part)

rt - ;ui II Al
eN.

[I m l I. t —

STUD1 Old] V.A ]: A: 1) Explom e and describe social conditions where a major reclamation
water development project was built; 2) Anal yze correspondence
between present condition and ori ginal goals; where have qoa ls
been surpassed? 3) Explore nmeth ods of evaluating social and
aesthetic (non-econon mic ) value.

I C 00 0 CT -

L. -

ITt - ’ ~. I I I  r,r ~~’ Weber Ilasirm project (Bureau of Reclamation ) Northern Utah , adjacent
- . to the Great Salt Lake. Hi ghly urban area of study. Construction:

1952-1966, 5 reservoirs (62,215 ,8,23 & 51 thousand acre feet) + 1
dam enlargement , 2 power plants , 4 canals, and 2 aqueducts

D[SCI ]IP TII : (one-21.Bmni ).
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I l m t :PI1V]A : ]l u lt m-purpo se : Municipal water use , hydroelectr ic recreat ion , some f ish
and wildlife protection , i rr im i j t io n.

C ] 1( 1 . 5 .] lt!SCI !’l It: Post—Const ruc t ion

‘U ml . Iwo ele imments i n vo lv e d - -p f m y s i c a l  ~m m d social. Social is divided into two
elen ments— — hu ra mm i stic m m ml m ; v m m r m u r m u  inten - e s t . .  Hut imanistic interests include
eel fi r , aesthetic, and  d l v m - r - m m m m l  r m ( m t a i r m i - m r m t, interest. Post audit
m ii tr mm m il m jio(j ) focus ite m (mm art . l v - , is ~m l t m u m m , m r m i  s t i  in teres ts .

I l ’ ,l. ~ t !’ m l .1- 10 itt~ 1 : l W m  ( v 3 m 0 S  of data- -secondar y and survey. Officials
- and f . r m m -  and r t ms tm-  f a r m . pub l t C S :  a) secondary data—— m ie t

at goals and inmp acts using Uu: Rec reports , Census
reports, Ba s i n  Water conservancy reports , and recreation
data fronm a v m r i e t y  of sources; b) Official interviewed
wi t t m a s t m r m m l rJ open ended questionnaire. Farm and
non-farm popul a t ions a lso interviewed in open ended!
expl i m m a  t m j r v - m- . rm rm e, -

h I S  ;‘ , r t m - V j  t i o n - m l  e m : e n o m - i c  .rm nt ety

SN~ 
~
_
- 

.em u ty of area e r mlmmr m cr - (

C) Adtmm i ni s trative problent s develop

Lin rited law enlmm r m m- rm t difficulties

I)

40 
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Il- ’° -~. 
- 1,: Reduction of economic anxiety.

(Ut ili S I l l  lii i :  Mu nicipal , industrial and agricultural user of
-. Weber Basin Water.

I I T T  (:1 iii- ’.’ H Post—Construction

I: - , ; , t  -
. Responses to questions by farmers on benefits of the

projects. Ranking of advantages by nmunicipal offic ials.
Ra nkin mm of project advantages by irri gation company

— 
officials.

TI! I,; IV m: ( m . General feeling that Weber project has stimnulated growth
- of the area through reducing anxiety about wa ter supply.

It is the advantage cited mnost often by munic ipal
officials and second nmost often by irrigation company

-
. officials.

( f ~~] - I m ’ - - m BU S’ . An asSured dependable water supp ly for the Basin area
is primarily responsible for reduction of anxiety.

I I -  I I ( h I f m T i ’  m H ] . :

N
-5
—

:1 B: U 1 Beauty of the area enhanced .

C A V i l  A T ] ]  ( : Residents of Weber Basin

1 1 0 . 0 1 1  1 :1151  : Post-Construction

IV. IS1OTS : Responses of farm and non-farm population to questions
on recreation and irri gation. Also ranking of benefits

S 
by m mi un t cipa l and irri gation county officials.

4 1
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EX 1UII OF 11~ ’f,C. 3 : Aesthetic value of the rese rv oir s of th e proj ect is

rated verY hi9~’ 
in recreational 

~flj0yme0t 
of the

projec t . in discussion on 
non_ ag ri cu l tural j~~jgatbon

imPacts. gardefli~
9 

improvement ~ f~~quent1Y 
mentioned .

- , Rese~~°~~
5 as scenic 

attractions and 
assured water

CAUSE RHO 
PROCESS . suPP1Y for gardenim9 

are major 
causes of this 

impact.

L1IIK 10 OTItE~ 
if t ilA. mt m

DWACI C: 
Admiflh 5t~

’at
~~ 

problems develop .

0ROUPS 
ieoI,(IEO: Local muflicip 

vt ieS . 
Bas in auth or i t ies  and state

agencies concerned 
with i4eber 

Basin project.

PRO,1LC1 Pfl V t - ~05t_Constru0t

1nterV~~
w5 with ~~~~~~~ 

and rankings 
of disadvantages

bY muniC~~
53 and ~~

igati0fl officials .

(A ( I i  f - L I :  1) Agrjc tU& 
-- Problem arises 

with the ease 
of

transjti0fl of lan d f rom farming 
to residential

~~~ ~as not kept pace 
with the ease

and irrigation is still ~
equirmd where 

it ~s no t

need~ -0 
Owners have to 

pay for 1~~jgati0O 
even

tbou9~’ 
theY don ’t use.

2) Recreation 
management and 

administration was 
for a

lon9 time not 
assumed by any 

one agencY - Bureau of

LI L t ’ ’ A ’ .- ypOCC Is : 
Reclamat io n had 

no auth0~~tY 
over recreation.

Because of a 
lack of unified 

adm1n15t~~
t50O 0f

pro3ect~ 
recrea ti on mana 9em~~

t fal tered .

Lack of 
administrative p

lanninY concem0~~
Y ~055~ble

future problems 
created by thiS 

prO3ect is the 
cause.

i 10 (m I lL 0 (I’ m :5 :HS:

S 
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IMI’ACI LI: Limi ted Law Enforcement Dif f icul t ies.

Glt tkIl’S 1]’ ; A - III ) : Residents of Weber Basin especially in urban areas.

1 5 1 :m .iU m ‘ 017Th : Post-Construction

Interviews with residents

Problems pri m aril y at Pineview , the oldest and most urban
- ‘ of the reservoirs (close to Ogden). High degree of

vandalism as inner city youths congregate on beaches in
large numbers.

( T ~~SI 1’ - IA - r t CV . S 5 Forest service people not experienced dealing with urban 
youth more oriented toward rural problems.

Lh .m I Itt ( m T t : ~ ‘ l O f t  5

t~ ’ m ~ m ‘, i~ ’ V I-

i _ A i i  J O l T !

43

— —-- 5- — - ——-5 - - - - ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ~~~~~~‘ - - . - - - .. ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~



_ _ _  ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 
- 

1

h ’ ,,Bl S DC Of- ICR RESOUCES (lEVI I Oh’]’tLlITS: STOUt SObMItl( 1

11)1’ 9

NTIS# P8-249-499

_ _

TITEE: Community Values and Collective Action in Reservoir Development.

A: m i t i ::iU~ 
Bultena , Gordon C. (P.1.)

IIIT T IUBIIOl : Iowa State Water Resources Research Institute , Iowa State University

IVT t ,f, - V i

I cf r I O T  (V i i  : September 1975

OT IIL II REPORTS:

I t ’ l l - F i l m  - s I )  0011040R under PL S8-3Th (matching grant)
- 2) Iowa A qric .5ltu re and Home Economics experiment Station

3) - ,-adc at e Ooll em je of Iowa State

I _ - ‘ 1 5 1
N.

I I ~V ~ 6 / fl 6/75

si - ilL ‘
. ‘-: 1) Determine level and character of public knowledge about proposed

reservoir projects.
2) Deternmine public attitudes toward proposed reservoir projects.
3) Ascertain social benefits and costs as perceived by those whose

com mi t- unities would be impacted.
4)  t x o m ’ i i n e  level of recreat ional  use of proposed reservoir sites.
5) Examine interaction of Army Corps and citizens in areas of

proposed reservoir.
6) Enamine citizen acth~~s taken to influence public policy.

L I - I l
- ‘ Ames Reservoir - Proposed reservoir on Skunk River near Anmes ,

A LT : r i ]  U . Iowa-Centra l Iowa (30 mi. no . of Des Moines).

Jefferson Reservoir - Proposed reservoir on Racoon River near
Jefferson Iowa - 50 mi. due west of Ames.

Ill ~C ttI : .: Say l orville Reservoir - Near Ledges State Park - 1/2 way between
Ames and Des Moines.

At the time of the study Ames and Say lorv il le had been authorized
by Congress. Jefferson had only been proposed (by the Corps). In
each case there was environmentalist/agriculturalist Opposi tion to
the reservoir, 

-

5- ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~
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l m , J ’ tm I A :  A -- -~m ,  - 1) Flood control ; 2) Water quality ; 3) Recreation,
A a~~I~~r v m 1 l e  - I)  F lood control; 2) Recreati on.
. U ef f e r s , r t  — 1) Flood control; 2) Water quality, 3) Recreation.

I :0.i[CT H[m ’- ’ Im 1 S C U S A L D :  Pre—Construction

[ r:~ i flU] 1 I - T V

Survey Research

TL C II ’ ! IO L’  A l i  [-I-TA 0 [r,. Interviews with people in surrounding coun t ies— —Ame s (390) ,
S - Jefferson (267÷55 with Activist Group Opposed [supporting

group refused to make membership list available] in-depth
interviews with individuals prominent in the reservoir
issue) Say lorvi ll e — (191 interviews in Des Moines).

Mailed Questionnaire - Saylorvi ll e - (1 ,000 sent - 419
returned). Respondents had higher than base population .

[~~~~~
CTS 0i1~~

m
~~ :t m L Lack of knowled ge about proposed reservoirs

B) Opposition to projects

C) Opposition to the Army Corps of Engineers

D)

F)

45
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It - ’ S i  I A:  Lack of knowled ge about proposed reservoirs .

( I I ’ - 1~’ - ‘~~ [I I:: Population of the Surrounding counties (2—3 counties
per reservoi r ) .

I i~ - - h i  I ii - 1 - . Pre-Constructi on

Il,’ : L - ’. i i ’ i . S :  Responses to questionnaires and interviews

:: 0 1 ST Di 1111 /.1 1 :  Ames (2/5 unaware , 2/5 do not follow it closely ) [Issue
had been around for over 30 years].

Jefferson [81% aware , less than 1/3 knew proposing
group, 3 T knew justifications , 60]. knew major source of
opposition].

Saylorville [97 knew of dam , 80: aware of possi ble
C ’. : S I (I l m - m ~~ 

- flooding of ledges , less than 2/3 knew of adverse impacts
from flooding.

a) Inadequate and Biased distribution of information about
the projects by public agencies. Costs severely
discounted.

b) Interest differs with oge, SES , environmental interests,
and standing (non-beneficiary ) with regard to project.

I I ’  TO l I i m I S  - Interest in specific issues was very important to
knowledge about reservoirs and impacts.

N
1. - em T I. Opposition to proposed projects.

‘1- . II:.: People in region , resource agency involved , local
governments

- 
S 

J I : lm .I] (I 1111 .01 : Pr€m—Const ruction

01.],: Responses to questionnaires , interview data , review of
public hearings transcripts.

46
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FX lL ]i i Oh h I l l / V T :  Ames-30% oppose , 251S promote. Opposition stronger than
support.
Jefferson-4 0- - oppose , 221-I support. Opposition stronger
than support.

S Saylorvi lle— 50~ costs/benefits , 23L benefits/costs , only
8% feel project should be terminated.
People in Des Moines favor (47 -11%) Say lo rv i l le  Reservoir
All groups feel existing reservoirs (3) are desirable and

C[,(l’.i [‘H PIIOCISS: should have been built.

I) Flood ing, recrea ti on , and water quality were identified
as major problems by only a few people; even when seen
as a major problem , so lu t i ons  favored are a l t e rna t ives
to a reservoir.

2) Generally agreed that the reservoir would flood too much
-- ,, ,  900d farm land , benefit too few people , and destroy some

L II , r . TO OIlIER 1M~ eTS, wildlife habitat.

- 

11811 .1 C: Opposition to the Army Corps of Eng ineers 
-

GROUPS Il - ’° m’. - 5-I ID: Corps personnel , Project supporters

PROJECT I’ll/m T I 
Pre—Construction

hIHIC1,IIIIT . Attitudes to statements about The Corps

.5.-

N.

( ) ‘ ~~~-~ (I h ’ .-~- I -  Most favorable on opportunities for recreation and 
economic growth brought by Corps (67-9/43-18)
Least favorable-—Corps efforts to invol ve local
citizens in project planning and decision-making
Jefferson-48% felt Corps wasted taxpayers money,.

CA LISE 10Dm ‘ ( 00 15 5 :

I I ”  - 
~ 

Attitudes toward Army Corps projects
- 10 T II L R I I ALIH . strongly associated with feelings about

the desir ability of Ames and Jefferson
reservoirs.

4 47
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SOCI A L I II 1V : I T  im1 ~ 011111 P1 ST OO l  S IJ L V [I O l l I H U S :  S J U ] m t  1( 1- 5 5 - I

h I l t ’  10

• - tIllS” PB-226-8 15 
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TITLE: Social Costs and Benefits of Water Resource Construction

AI tTi il”T: Burdge, Rabel J. , Jo hn son , K. Sue

INSTITUT -]1i[: University of Kentucky Water Resources Research Institute

81,CIH:’nII’ ,- m : Soc iolog y

POOL bAr - TI U 0011 : November 1973

(tAil] C ~:i ~~ -
.

I LI’,: Ill ]’:

‘S

- . J i  - V I I

S 
I V - H i S: 4/1/72-6/30/73

Si ] i , m m  UI. ( T I . ]  I Develop a composite picture of the migration process using data from
families and individu als forced to move due to reservoir construction .
Identify the social economic and material benefits and costs
associated with forced relocation. Describe the role of the
relocating agency. Particular attention is paid to those who found
the process psycholog ically and economically cost ly.

~~ 0V .m ]C T ) 
- - - - - - - -

- Reservoirs in Kentucky and Ohio in different phases:
0- -A A Ii.om .T: IVi Taylorsvi ll e Reservoir — Central Kentucky 25 S.F. of Louisv i lle, not

yet started construction.
Caesars Creek Reservoir - S.E. Ohio - Presently filling.
Paintsv ill e Reservoir - Johnson County in Eastern f]entmH y. On the

I0’.Ii ’ I V I I O ,  Paint Creek Branch of the Leuisa Fork River (Proposed )
Carr Fork Reservoir near Hindnman in Knot County - Eastern Kentucky —
In Construction .
Cave Run Reservoi r - Nibata and Rowan Counties - Eastern ~en tmc ky

nearing completion. Pri EEL emp.!~fsis on Carr Fork - The -most
thorough re locat ion ca~~ . 

——

m,x

- 5 - .  
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I’II]] l . i A :

PROJEC T l t I0 ~ l I m l , L . L m S i ] I :  P re—Const ruct ion , ( j ns t r u c t i o n , Post-Constr uction
Pr inmarily Post-Construc tion Carr Fork)

_____- 

J I l i l l U m ’] m A t

( A l l  H I Develop generalizations about personal life changes and attitudes resulting
from water resource projects. S urvl m~ attitudes of individ uals forced to
relocate longitudinal enmph asis.

I ] I l . , :Q : l s ~,,. A S I A  USEIS . Question naires and personal interviews . Carr Fork - Corps
records provide the universe-questionnaire develope d on
characteristics, attitudes towards reservoir and agencies
involved with it , pre- location Situation and post-location
situation - some open ended questions. Pre-tested on
sample of forced mi grants in low income coal reg ions in
eastern Kentuck y.

- -  [-c 5 Growing opposition/polarization as construction nears
N. 

- -

Financial situation worsened

C) Social patterns changed

U)

i )
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It-S ALT 1: Growing Oppositio n/Polarization as c o n s t r u c t i o n  approaches .

• CI: - 0 III:.;: T A O .  Peo ple who w i l l  have to relocate as a resu lt of
reservoir construct ion

- - Ill mi t t I Pre-Construction

)I;ItII ~~1UIIT : Res ponses of peo p le  at Pa int sv i l l e  & Ca rr Fork
reservoir sites

1 1 1 1 ;  (II ni 1 : 1 97” study found people in vicinity of Paintsvi ll e
- Res..rvoir very acquiescent to the reservoir.

Opposition increased as construction approached -

Spring 1973 950 signed an anti-dam petition .

- . ~ m Respondents cited: 1) Inadequate information given
5 -  . 1 ’ -  . previousl y; 2) Corps ’ desire for too much buffer l and ;

3) Benefits accruing to others. Many moved are older ,
with fixed incomes and very established patterns of
activity oriented around their homes - lo s s  o f  home is

i rreparable.

1110 : TO ( T I - l i .  . :  7 m 5

N

h I T - - . ; H Personal financial situation worsened by construction

(1’ - , I” -; ,~. People relocated as a result of dam construction

II H 11. 1-i : Post-Construction

S I’ (ITOH 
Responses of Carr Fork forced migrants to questions

- - S S on financial situatio n , indebtedness, and their
reaction to the move caused by the reservoir.

50
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! > I I I I I  (II h i m  I: Of those who said their financial situation worsened ,
58 attributed it to the move. Of those who said
their situation itimproved , 211 said it was the result

• of the dam. Indebtedness is nore unusual in the cash
economy of eastern Kentucky than in middle class
suburbs. Of the 30 whose indebtedness had increased ,
73 said it was the result of the dam.

(A IISI [III’ ‘[H I TS: Dam relocation hits people differentiall y, those who
are older with fixed incomes and were landowners were
the ones hurt most

L I IO 10 OIl ! P 111 1 0 . 1 15: Some people hurt most opposed dam in
Inmpact A

11.0 1.1 1 C:  Social Patterns Changed 
S

r,02]PS Il- ~~T T I I m  Those forced to relocate because of dam construction.

II- (:1 I lL- , I Post—Construction

h I l T  71(1115: Responses to closed and open ended questions on changes
in social patterns

N. 
-

[(H’] OF 1’] - 1: Visiting: 60-I. say they visit less with friends.
S Fami ly ac t i v i t i es :  38 less likel y to engage in family

activities (Picnfts , drives , shopping, etc.) 55 say
change has been wors-x overall.

CAUSE - ‘ i I’RUCI AS : Complaints probabl y true of anyone who had recentl y
moved. But these people , rural-traditional back grounds ,
are not ,ic:ustomed to the idea of moving. It disrupts
their lives more than it would a middle class suburban
family.

(lIT TO 0111(11 l I ’ , . -  I :  I

51
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SI IC IA. L 10. 1 . 1 ,  01 W/sl i Il lli ’-. O ] I I I S I ; , I - : l T : . I , :  I , l L I I m m ’ , - I V ,

I I II’ 11

III b’ . ’

-.

TITL [: Reservoir Impact Study

[5UTmIOl :, : Cook , Earl (Pb), Ruth Schaeffer (Social Impact ), James Strib l ing (Recreation),
Duane Baumann , Nancy Simkowski

I I I S T IT I ; i b O A :  College of Geologic Sciences , Texa s A& M (Through Texas Water
Resource Institute )

(IACIJI]::O,:I,II : Geography, Geosciences, Sociology

PII i L I C ATI( ili (lATE: November 1974

S OTI L P. [FOUL A S:

I FLiNT] ,T r,ROUI’ DOI/OWRR

S 

11 ’ - . 1 S 1  LI L T : 

N. I I  , . OS.
S i  - --

STI l l - 1,101 - :10,- i S: Reservoir impact or hindsi ght study. Comparison of what was
- expected to result with what actually occurred. Actually a

series of 9 studies on hydrologic , economic , sociological aspects.

o ‘ l ~[cI1c (T 
- - - —  -

L. - ‘ - Canyon Dam on the Guad alupe River in Comal County Texas (Near San
:1 iVm ’.’i 1,1101 Antonio). Impounds a body of water known as Canyon Lake, built

1958—1964. Surface area 8,300 acres, Total construction cost -
TO $20,795,000. The only large impoundment in the Guadalupe Basin.

Above New Braunfels , between Austin and San Antonio: 150 miles .
01.51 . ’ [ 110’] : Inland from the Gulf of Mexico. The area is primaril y hort icultural

(cotton, corn , oats , sorghum) and ranching within an area of
projected urban growth. (Shaeffer) 22 U.S. Army Corps Dams throughout
Texas. All constructed after World War II , most after 1 960. Costs
ranging from 2 tr illi on to 20 milli on.

L - - 
______ — -~~~



5: Canyon-Power Development , Flood Control , Groundwater Recharge ,
Water Conservation , Soil Conservation.

‘ 11 511 Vi l ’IIA] . Ill ,(mtH L I) Post—Construction

II: A 1111A m ,!! n~~

CI’ S! - ,I : General method--Separate studies on hydrology, economic inmpact , sociolog i ca l
aspects , ecolog ical impact , and floodplain insurance. Socioloq - s ,m l
(Schaeffer): a) select dam community (82 selected); b) ident mt m  m n m .-..led geab l e
people; c) mailed questionnaire to selected knowledgeable mm ’2c~- l e; d ) In-depth
interviews 40 peop le questioned in Canyon Dam area.

TI: ~~~ ~ i~ , ~
--oio st:’ ScI aeffer: a) mm m entioned in Corps reports , prux m m ’~ity to- 

Dam responses of comm unity leaders, review by dur resident
manager; b) letters to bank presidents , Chamber of
Com mmmerce , Lions, Kiwanis and board of revieweds , as k i n g
who is knowledgeable. Youth groups and soil conservation
directors added , snowball question in questionnaire;
c) 9 page 3 part questionnaire (780 sent). Part I -

Back ground on reaction to construction ; Part II — Present
attitudes towards dam ’ s impact , Part III — Personal

• profile. 415 responses in 4 month period ; d) using
questionnaire select key influential people in 5 areas
(8 dan’s), 85 intet-views conducted are0s mixed ~~~~~~~~~~~ — _ - 

~~ ]Dmimé rural , one mi xed7canyon).
~~~ iU m l 1~ ,t SA lT S ,~

Favo rable reactions to the dam by local res idents

N (Schaeffer)
5-... F) Add to economic growth (Schaef fer)

I:) Increase comtmmun ity safety 1Sc h ,meffer )

U) Increase general social wellbeing (Cook)

53
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IMPACT A: Favorable reaction to the dam by local res i de nt s

COO S’S bIiA T ,r b A l l :  Local residents  near 22 dams

I’I~OJ h CT I’IlImS [: Pre-Construction and Construction

1 , 1- C t.0 ~ 
Responses to questions on questionnaire.

FIT I T (S~ 1 . 11 ,1 1  - 77 1 f a v o r a b l e  - dams built after 1950 - people moreS - - 
favorable (80) than 1944-1948 Period (601- ) General shift
32 L from unfavorable to favorable over the years of
supported rather than opposed construction. 90- say
people in  the comunity supported rather than opposed
construction [9O:~ felt hopes realized after dam ’ s
construction ] . Canyon 69 of 40 respondents living in
area when dam proposed , 95: say expectations of those

CC I I 15’T’ 11 .00 155: favorable to the dam were met.

Support for dam construction based on water supp ly,
recreation and flood prevention (40%), area development
(4.5:~), irrigation (91). Opposition comes from use of
good roads, lumber and land support opposition primarily
from groups outside impact area.

L I T ’ 15! (t li] II 1 1 , 1 i T :

l’TV,LT I - : Add to economic growth of the community 

- -

N
N..-

C - . .5 ‘1-  T :  II - I Local residents split (50-40) over whether one group
benefited more than another. 1) Landowners (according
to 14.5:); 2) Business Services (according to 13.2:);
3) Combination (according to 10.9 ) .

J I m A l  H 1110 51 1 Post-Construction

I1~. 1 (01 (1 I Responses to questionnaire of 390 respondents

5.-’

L - _ _  _ _ _ _



IXTEIIT 01 bI-0 ’ I .CT :  Canyon = 92.5-U felt dam added to growth - 50: general ,
200 recreation , 12.- conin ercia l , 51 safety from
flooding. General - 35 - general  growth , 18- 1 growth
related to water supply.

LI’ -’: f r  h ”O([’~~- 15.. say recreation and industry, 10 comercial and
‘ populations and growth 84.2 - Land values changed ;

high degree of local use of reservoir. Canyon = early
emphasis on navigation and power indicate relief that
cheap frei ght and electricity will attract industry
and industrialization would increase economic growth.
(Cook Section ) Cook qualifies impact—says interstate

(111K TO OTII[R I’i V’,I 1: hi ghways more important than dam.

I t - i T T  C I Increase in cotimmu nity safety

II ’ - 1 1  1: Residents of areas surrounding dams

F - - 1 1 L I  Nil -SF: Post—Construction

Responses to Questionnaire

N

N.

( 1 1 1 1 .  Il l 1 - ’ 1 A l l  of Texas — 229 leaders (55.2- -- - ) say they had serious
flooding problems before dam. 269 respondents (64 .8
said dam had increased safct y, 22 said no. 26.5, say
dam has eradicated danger , 3 (2 say dam has decreased
danger , 23.4- say dam has had no effect at all.

L I - -i  ,‘‘. (113C! Ss:Canyon 92 say threat serious , 67 say dam means safety ,
25 say no (cite the 1972 flash fl ood). 50 say damage
to new Braunfe i s would have been higher if dam had not
been there.

-1

I I ’ - lC t O I l ’H .  11 :- I S :

55
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Il-I - A m I 0: Increase General Social Wellbeing

00 (1111 5 I’T’I,CIH’: Residents of area near Canyon Dam and people of San
Antonio. Specifically:
1) Those who use Canyon and G u a d a l u p e  fo r recrea t ion
2) Those who occupy down stream property
3) Those who benefit from controlled flow of Guadalupe
municipalities that use the water , industrial p lants that

I’IIOJLCT l IlImS[ : use it, farms using it for irrigation , la ndowners , large
operators on Guadalupe.

INI’ICI ,TO ilA : Post-Constructi on

[None cited] “Diff icult to Quantify ”

- 
‘ F h ’ - ’I ‘l~l 

Canyon Dam clearly contributes to socia l  wel l being -[ X I -  0 C o n t r i b u t i o n  secondary to dam ’ s primary impact - Economic
health of the flood plain. Economic health allows for
recreation and buying vacation homes on the lake.

CIII ’ .! 1.10. PROC IAS : 
Reducing danmage to flood plain , providing recreational
opportunities.

I_ l’:ll A m : Ilil m I]~ I ‘

N.

1,1 11 5 V 1 ’ - I - Il:

I 11 051 :
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1 1 1 1 !  1 Ilunman Factors involved in the development of a watershed in Yabucoa

Al T m - H - : . Del Rio , Ferdinand; Collazo , Jenaro; Berrios , Angel; Garcia , Nicholas

I S -  ll T l l Ih( . ’,: Water Resources Research Institute. Schoo l of Engineering,
University of Puerto Rico.

1:01’ 
S Del Rio - Agriculture , Coll azo - Sociology and Anthropology ,

- 

I Berrios - Soil Conser yat i-m ’ i , G a r c i a  — Agricultura l Extension

l’l l-LI(. I,I I -
‘ Ill-Tb : July 1970

OTh ER P1 10 ’ -  S:

El”: ‘ -  flp(lm : I DOI/OWRR in part

N 1051 1 15 ’ , L i . ’ I :
S 

I 11111 1 1, - . 111- T I 1- :

A l S O ’  O B J 1 C T I l LS:  1) Determine personal characteristics of the people of the area ;
- 2) Characterize the community in terms of solidarity , cohesion ,

mobility , attitude towards present and future;
3) Ascertain attitudes, knowledge and opinion towards watershed

project;
4) Determine farming situation ;
5) Help program developing in watershed.

- - - - - -- - 5--—--5- - - - -- - - - - - -

LH0~ h 1~
- Guayanes River Watershed Project, Flood Water Retarding structures,

- ‘ - Land treatment practices, sediment pool - Watersh~d is 14 mi. long
3-6 ml . wide. (49.53 sq. mil). total cost $4 million.

l)lSI.11l1II(15 : S.E. Puerto Rico - Entirely within the municipality of Yabucoa .
Heavily agricultura l.

5?

=.4.

-
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I’lll ’ i’:1 S1 A : Protect area from heavy floods

I’IlTmJ[CT ‘ i l l - SF DISCUSSEm 1 : Pre Construct ion 

i T l C m I L i l i I I A Y  

-

01.I4!II m - ,: - Survey — Belief in importance of attitudes

A C m iTil ,1J I.S AOl ) DATA USED: Secondary sources and personal observation

- --

‘ . ‘Im C IV U.ICHm
~

L
~~

.-.
~ 

Hi gh degree of awareness - low level of activity

N

H 5-’.-- - SB) Differing levels of accuracy in perception of projects
main purpose

C) High degree of approval for project

D) Little disagreement over distribution of benefits

1)

58

_ _ _ _  - -~~~~~~~~~~~ - .- - - -  - - --— .---. -

. 

:~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ .



~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ - -  
-U’

IMPACT A: High degree of  a w a r e n e s s  — low level of activity

011(1 111’S 11 - 1101-TED: Resident of Yabucoa

P11031 CT I’lL~,T E :  Pre—Construction

l l U s lC0 IL’iI O : Answers to Questio ns: Heard of the project?
Attend meetings?

t Y T I  lIT OF IIII’f ,CT: 97% of lowland and highland residents had heard of
S - the project. 70% had not attended any meetings. 14.2%

attended one. Attendance higher among lowl anders.
Most people who attended acted only as spectators.

~f ~~~
- CR OC I  ~ 

Most peopl e learned of the project through personal
contacts - 53% from an officer , 33% from a neighbor.
Lowlanders in greater attendance because the meetings
were closer to them and they were more directly affected
by floods.

11111 . TO (iiIii 1 11(1, 1-AS:

N.

1’ Differing levels of accuracy in perception of purpose of project

C,I(001 S Ibll ’A CT CL ) : Residents of watershed

PROJECT [‘1100,1-: Pre—Construction

l I l h ) I C A 1 O R S :  Response to q u e s t i o n  on m a i n  purpose .  Protect ion from
floods is  correct answer.

59

L - - - . ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~



5--- - - - -  - --

t X T lh il OF 110115 :  In general almost 60: did not know the main purpose.82.711 of lowlanders knew the correct answer. 33.9
of highland ers were correct.

CAUSE AND PROCESS: Lowlanders most directly affected by floods so they are
more likel y to know the purpose of the project

LI N t TO Oi l IER l l1LliIi 5: Awareness ( Impact A) does not
necessaril y mean accurate perception
(Impact B)

T C: 
Hi gh degree of approval for project

(11 - 00 I ’ - rCTEP Residents of watershed

P R O J CT i ,A ’ ,j I Pre-Constr uction

1i1 .,ICI ,l’ulI T- 
Opinions on project - bad , fair , good , excell ent

OF b . ’r’- - - 80% feel project is worthwhi le. Hi gitlanders feel it isN - ‘ ‘“  ‘ a ’ ’ good (74T-), bowlanders feel it is good (48-.), orN.. 
excellent (24- .).

(1,1 :0 A’ ,.’ PROCISS: These favorable responses are the result of a goodeducation program and a well defined problem.

(111, 1 11 OTII [11 IIS RI _ I S:

ho

- 

— -
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IVl’I,U I 0: Little disagreement over distr ibution of benefit s

GROUPS II- - : Residents of watershed

PROJECT (11, 01: Pre-Construction

IO I 1 IC/ iA l ” IS :  Responses to: Who w i l l  benefit more , hi ghland or lowland?
Are high landers (lowlan ders) concerned about your
problems? Can you contribute to solving problems of
hi ghland (lowland)?

FilTL! ~I Of 1111 1,00 1 h ighland and lowland similar perception or distribution
of benefits 35 (H&L), say everybody. 2811 (1) and 40 (H)
say lowlands will benefit.

(Is 1sb~ 1010 ‘001- 155: 86 (H) and 93 (L) feel a strong communal feeling
towards opposite numbers. But in both  cases about  40
of people felt opposite numbers were not at al l that
concerned with their problems.

N (11.11 Tn ( 1 1111 11 11 5 5- 1
Both high and lowlanders feel they can
contribute to the solution of both areas
problems (70 ).

- 
. I I I  - 

- -

111 ‘ .11 5 1 1 1 - H II 1:

Il _ li I i  ‘111 ,1

51

. 
‘

— - . ‘0



5 - - -  . — - - — - ~~~~~~~~~ - 5 - -- - - - ---- -- - - 5 - —

SOCIAL IMPACTS OF WAT IR R[SOUC [S D[V [LOPMFNTS: STUDY _SUMMARY

ID# 13

NTI S/I PB—21’4-982

Ii ~iL1
TIT L E : Im pact of a Proposed Reservo i r on ,Local Lan d Values : Ant hropolo gi cal

Analysis of Social and Cultural Benefits and Costs from Stream Cont’-ol
Measures : Phase 3

P,EITIIORS: Drucker , Phi llip; Smith , Charles; Turner , Allen

INSTITUTION: U n i v e r s i t y  of Kentucky Water  Resources I n s t i t u t e

BAC KGROUND: Anthropologists

PUBLICATION DATE : July 1972

OTII[R REPORTS : Phases l& 2 — Baseline data. Phases 4&5 reported in other study
revi ews

FUNDING t-,ROIIP: DOI/ OWRR (In part)

FUNDING L[V [L:
N.

FtINDIIIS DATES: 7/1/70 - 6/30/71

STUDY OB JE C 1IVIS: Define the impact of new patterns of land buying related to reservoir
proposal. Part of a larger study on impacts of proposed dam
construction.

tS~
1ROJLCT 3000 acre multi—purpose reservoir proposed on Salt River near

Taylorsvil le , Kentucky in Spencer County (adjacent to Jefferson
Ill-Mt & LOCAT1 (II1 County where Louisville is located ) Northwestern Kentucky . 25 mi .

S.E. of Louisvil le , 60 mi. west of Lexington , estimated cost (1969)
$24 - 40 m i l l i o n .

I)l .C.!III’TIO” : Tay lorsvi l le-sma ll  (950) people rural agr icu l tu ra l l y  based. Tobacco
and dairy farming the major types of farming. Social organization
quite tight based on fami lies , kin , family churches , and neighbor
cooperation . Land important as source of status , p lace (home),
ne ighbor l iness , income , and old age security.

4 62
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p(t PPO5[5: Flood Control and Recreation

PROJECT PIll-SE DISCUSSED: Pre—Construction 1962-1970.

GLNERAL : Anthropology - Cogn i t i ve  anthropology - Assess perceptions of local residents
of subculture and values relative to the land and determine impacts of
proposed construction of this subculture and values. A holistic approach.

TECHNIQUE S AN D DATA U SED : Anthropological interviewing and participant observation.
bnves t i gators reside and/or v is i t  area often. Using a
pre-memorized schedule of q u e s t i o n s, interviews take place
in a face—to-face situation. (Believed to reduce spurious
answers given on mailed quest mu nnaires.)  One-on-one
d iscuss ions  and d iscuss ions in town meeting places -

church , f i e lds , general store. Use photographs to e l ic i t
coments indicative of culturall y conditioned attitudes.
Review land sales 1962—1 970 using county records (last
open market sales prior to Corps buy ing).

N. 

[~~1-.m ,( .T5 0100.11,1.! C h a n g e  perceptions of l and value

Raise fear of out-migration

C) 
Raise fears of in—migrat ion and t ransients

0) 
Create anxiety and d isorganizat ion of social  structure

F)

S ,, ~~~
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I

INt ACT A: Change perceptions of land-value

- t C,111 , i . ’ 15 I!110 ’ - I . l!l.: Buyers and sellers of property in Spencer County,
1964 -1 97 0

1 1 1 . 1  t A I’il ~,’ - : : Pre-Constructi ~ n

II I) ’ .’ OilS: Land sales prices , bu j - ’rs and sel lers , comments by
people in the area.

[VA I IUT OF 1111 .1 I : 1) Above dam s i te the fact that 1/2 b uy e r s  have no
interest in agriculture suggests sp ” ruI ‘live buying
relevant to the dam. Sel lers g ive it u,~ cheap feeling
agricultural utility affected by dam: . proposal;

2) Below the dam l and  va lues  increase  ~ i t h  anticipation
of reduced risk from flood. Land value increases as
dam probability increases.

3) [indirect] Move toward more commuting to Louisville
Cl- IL ‘ - ‘ l’iIOCI ‘-5: from Spencer County, spurred by media emphasis on

recreational potential of Tay lorsvi lle Dam , causes more
land to be sold in residential areas near main road to
Louisville

CAU SES : 1)  Da m p ro posal
2) Speculation
3) Media emphasis on recreation

-

~ 

lIIlr. TO 11111111 ‘ - ‘ CI.:

N. 
li ’m l~A t 1  U.- Raise fears of out-mi gration 

- —

lIT - - 1 5 0 1  - Opponents of dam in Tay lorsvil le

F’IIOJI ( I  b I b lE: Pre-Const ruction

I 
Comments by people interviewed



lXT Iill 01 IIII’ACI: Several of the complaints about the reservoir focus on
types of people attracted to the area by the dam . Fear
of effect of large number of recreation users on town .
A lso of the types of industries that would move in to
serve them. Fear of becoming a “slum. ” Al so fear of
increasing tendency to move away from traditional rural
community to a more suburban community. Believe these
forces will push towards the county going “wet.”

CALISE A ll!) I’I(r ,m I OS: S
These fears are spurred by the buying of a few tracts of
l and  by Louisville doctors and lawyers (action small ,
impact great).

Lb III: TO OTHER III 1,1 TS: Related changed in value of land

1111 /I T C: Fear of out-migration

1111 -lUll ’S I !-! i/ C IL D: Residents of Taylorsvi lle who oppose the dam ,

PROJECT I’ hIASf : Pre-Construction

5 
IIII I IC RA(1I1l : Comments to researchers

“5

(111, 1 11 1IIPImCT: Fear a breakup of traditional social and familiar
relations because of relocation . Feel there is not
enough land for relocating people. Also with rising
land prices it will be difficult to find land of
comparable value.

-

‘ (Al ’ . I A’ ll~ 1’1101-155 Anticipation of out-migration of people who live in area
to be inundated because of their inability to f i n d
suitable land at a fair price in the area.

Caused by Impact ALI NI : TO OT H E R 110 ,,5I1, :

65
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IMPACT 0: Increase anxiety and social disorganization within community

GROUPS IMPACTED: Taylorsvil le community

PROJECT Phil-SE: Pre—Construction

INDICA TORS: Corretents of people interviewed discussions of conflic ts
over dam , changes in behavior patterns

EXT 1 I i !  OF II’I l’ACT: 1) Anti—dam petition creates conflict within families and
social groups in Tay lorsvi lle. Few of these conflicts
are better and widely known.

2) Some opponents no longer patronize Tay lor svi l le
merchants .

3) People to be dislocated unable to make plans - must
wait to see what they will get for their land .

Cl-USE AlU m I l -lO ll 5-5 : This disorganization is caused by:
1) Polarized attitudes on the dam - “Progress ” vs.

t maintaining the integrity of the community.
2) Belief that Tay lorsvi lle mer chants and Louisville

people behind the dam to further their self—interest
3) Large number of rumors generated about Corps procedure ,

difficulty in estimating what the Corps will consider
“fair market value. ”

L III 10 0111 1 . I ’’ , I - I : 
-Opposition derived from Imnpacts B and C which are caused

in some degree by Impact A

IMPACT I :

(AI1 1IL I1 5 1111/- 1 i i  0:

I’’ - ’ m l, !ECI I I’- ’ . E :

66
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SO C IA L  IMPACTS UI- W AT C h P1500115 DI V [ L OOMI  I/IS: 51 UDY SUMMARY

ID/I 14

N T IN~ PB-227-968

1. STIUY I
TITLE : Socio-Cu 1tural Impact of Reservoirs on Local Government Institutions:

Anthropological Analysis of Social and Cultural Benefits and Costs from
Stream Control Measures — Phase 4.

ttUTIiOtiS: Drucker , Phil l ip; Clark , Jerry ; Smith , Dianne

INSTITUT ION :  University of Kentucky Water Resources Research Institute

BAC 110 Ii II 1-111’

P1111 1. I CAT 1111! DATE: October 1973

OTHER REPORTS: Phases 3&5 and Smith’ s School District Paper are reviewed elsewhere.

FUNDIII 011101 1!’ : DOI/OWRR (In part )

‘5-
- I 

5-’
~
— _ 11- 111-110 LE. ’i

F 1 ’llil b NS DATES: 7/1/71 — 6/30/72

SillIl Y D!’,lL C TiV ES: Analyze the impact of reservoir formation on local government.
Emphasis on perceptions of impact and actual impacts. Impact of
a proposed and two completed reservoirs analyzed. Translate
r e su l t s  into practical aids to decision—making. Examine local

-, government functions. Reservoir impact on those functions,
people ’s adaptation to perceived problems.

Three reservoirs — 2 completed , 1 proposed :
- ‘ a) Tay lorsvi lle Reservoir - proposed - In Spencer County . N o r t h
‘5’ - ’ : 1, ITt - I l l :  Central  Kentucky, 25 mi. S.E. of Louisville , 3000 acre multi-

purpose reservoir in a rural/agricultural area;
b) Green River Lake - completed - Taylor County - 90 mi. S.E. of

Louisville at confluence of Green River and Robinson Creek -

[fl51,rll’ T I(ml :: Summer Pool of 8200 acres and construct ion comple ted 6/69. cost
$32.4 million - Study area - Adair and Taylor Counties , both

- I highly agricultural. Taylor has more manufacturing. Adair
median income - 4,500 Taylor median family income - 6500 Barren
River Lake - comple ted  — Barren and Allen Counties South Central

67 (see page 2)
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Kentucky , 10,000 acres . 940 sq. mi. drainage
area - completed 1 964 cost $28 million . Tobacco
and dairy ing major crops — both counties pr immmari l y
agricultural. Barren is more industrialized than Allen.

I’ II Ill ‘OS E S
All three multi—purpose. Flood Control , Recreation , Water
Supply

PROJECT I’iiASI O~ ‘-.CHSl . [ ! :  Pre— and Post-Construct ion

_ _ _ _ __ _ _ _ _  5-

I Anthropological — Compare impacts in  three areas of similar type using
cultural perspective. Impacts on social institutions. Use anthropolog ical
concepts and field methods.

1lU! - ’II Q U ES I , ’ i~~A us - 
Participant observer (Taylorsvi lle) brief open ended
questionnairntnot intended for generation of quantifiable
data.

-‘5
- - - 5- -  

_— __ _ __ _ _ -
l
__  - - -5 — - - - - -5 -.- - - --

L ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ U n f o u n d e d  fears of loss of tax revenue resulting (cc”
reservo i r

B) Increased burden on local roads

C) Greater burden on law enforcement aqencies

St D)

5 
F )

68
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IMI’ACT A: Unfounded fears uf a loss of tax revenue as a result of the reservoir

( 1 l 1 liPS 1’ ‘ 1: ~ : Residents of Tay lorsville , residents near Barren River
and Green Reservoirs

‘[ CT II- ’
~’ ! I Pre-Construction and Post-Construction

Responses to questions of participant obsc-’- ver s ;
patterns of revenue in counties, comments by county
officials and residents

IX TI Sr oi II I . .: ! - . Near Tay b or svi lle opinion widely held that the reservoir
will si gnificantly decrease tax base by taking away
taxable property county revenues mostly from real estate
taxes. In counties surrounding other recently completed
reservoirs. County financial position was not affected
by the construction of a reservoir.

(.1,11 1 1 -‘ 1  l’l!OCISS: Tay lorsvi ll e residents only looking at one factor. In
other counties , trend towards higher land values and
new construction compensate for loss of reservoir land.

L IiUC itt OIlIE R I ’ - ’i A L It- :

-S

II: Increase burden on l ocal roads

11111110 111 1:. III ’ : People living near the two completed reservoirs

PROJECT PIll-SE: Post—Construction

INDICATOIIS : Comments by county officials and businessmen
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EXTE NT OF IMI’ACT: Primary impact is  increased t r a f f i c  r e s u l t i n g  from
tour is ts attracted to the reservoir. Most people
perceive greatest local need is good roads.
[Taylorsvi l le people do not anticipate the traffic
problem , more concerned with increasing maintenance
costs].

CAUSE AND PROCESS Influx of recreation users strain local roads. State
- - Highway Departments fail to adjust to problems created

by reservoir. County maintenance inefficiency exacerbates
the problem.

LINK TO OTHER 11 (11 TS:

IMPACT C: Greater burden on law enforcement agencies

GROUPS l l-lI ’ P.llll. l : People l i v inm i  rear two completed reservoirs

- I PROJECT PIIA’ -II : 
Post—Construct/on

II -l ilb C l- TO 11’U : Comments by county officials, law enforcement officials ,
“

~

.- . and private citizens

IX II. 111 0 1r - I , - ,’,:T I Almost all agree law enforcement problems have increased
markedly since reservoir construction. [Problems not
great during construction as is anticipated by the
Tay lorsvi lle residents.]

. 5 -  

c r,im~i AI I I’ lil1cI’’U : Influx of recreat ion users : Most of the burden are minor
traffic , boating, and littering violations. Number of

S violation s more than local agencies can handle.

LI IIII TO OIl IER IF- !I’ACIS: Both impacts B&C caused by influx of
recreation users.
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1 0/’ 15

NTIS /I PB-238—627

_ _  _ _ _  _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  _ _-_ _ _

TITLE: Displacement of Persons by Major Public Works: Anthropological Analysis
of Social and Cultural Benefits an’d Costs from Stream Control Measures -

Phase 5.

l-LIT IIU :I : Drucker , Phi llip (P.1.3 ;  Smith , Charles; Reeves , Edward.

INSTITUTIO N: University of Kentucky Water Resource Research Institute

BAC KGROUND: Anthropologists

l’UO L IC ’ -  II OS DATE : December 1974

OTIIER R LPDR1 S:  Phases 3&$ and Smith ’ s work on education reported in other reviews

FL;’-151111 - GROUP: DOb/OWRR (In part)

N

I t I l iUl iSO LEVEL:

FllI lll I ’i ’l DATES: 7/1/72 — 6/30/73

STUDY OIIJECT 1VE S : - - - . -Test the utility of anthropological method and concept in evaluating
and expl icat ing socio—cu ltura l impact. Check hypothesis concerning

-: importance of impact on soclo-economic culture of people displaced .

-- -- --- - - 5 - - - - - - 5 -  --— 

~
CT
~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~res~~~~irs in Kentucky

‘IA ’ L O C A T I O N  a )  Tay lorsvi l le  Reservoir — Spencer County . Kentucky
- - “ ‘ 2.5 mi. S.E. of Louisvil le — N. Central Kentucky. Proposed

3,000 acre pool - area predominantly rural/agricultural.
b) Green River Reser voir - Taylor and Adair Counties Kentucky

fl[SCI!I 1’TlO ’U : S. Central Kentucky . More industrial area than Spencer County .

71
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PURPOSES: Tay lo rsv i l l e  - Flood Control , Water Quality , Recreation , F i sh an dWildl i fe Enhancement

PROJE CT Pill-SE DISCUSSED:

MEIH003I DIV I
GENERAL: Ethnographic f ie ld methods to test hypothesis that man induced environmentalchange creates socio-cultui-al change. Comparison of two similar area s interms of impact. One prior to displacement , another post -displacement,

TECIINIQU[S AS/I DATA USED: Parti cipant observer , in-dep th field interviews (open-ended). Use of key informants.

LI!..” tO 0I/ 11s
I

) bntra-co mm unity animo sities develop.

B) Social disorgani zation is not Perceived as s m - )m ,, l ,, a r f
as economic changes

C)

0)

F )  
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11’ C / C  A:  Intra-corrinunity animos ities dev pl n o

10 0. I I I  -lED: Residents of communities near and in dam site —

Tay lorsvi ll e and Green River -

H -  1- 1 I’II.t S L :  Pre-Construct io n

I , ’ - ‘ I’ ~: 
Comntents by people in the area , petitions , and letters

1 ) 1 1  ItO Ui 10:1,1.1 : Communities near Tay l o r s v i l l e  and Green River Reservoir
polarized around the dam issue. One person says he found
o u t  who his true friends were . Many found it difficult
to remain neutra l.

Cl ,’ : ‘‘ .1 I t  IS O: Those being dislocate d see their trouble benefiting other
more than themselves . Townspeople and downstream farmers
see the oppos ition as standing in the way of progress

LI ’ - - 0 OT I I ’,Il bl” l’ A C T I . :  Fears are not borne out in Impact B.

N

~~~~
- - -———- ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ --—--

I -  ‘~ 1 Social disor ganization is not perceived as immiportant as econonmic changes

- I - Those dislocated by the Green River Reservoir and those
- S -‘ ‘ ‘ to be dislocated by Tay lorsvil le

Cl i ’iI0O ~l : 
- 

Pre- and Post-Construction

1 1 : 1 1 , 1 .5 :  Comments on effects of dam on economic and social pos ition

7 3
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EXTE N T OF IM PACT : Social disorganization is worrisome but pales in
insignif icance when compared to the percep tion of
possible economic disaster to be caused by the dam.

1) Lack of social disorganization importance. Most peopleCAUSE AND PROCESS: stay within ‘the county and identify strongly with
county as a social unit. In Taylorsvil le, of 22
households , 16 were or wanted to s tay in the county.
In Green River area , 151 of 166 households located
within 20 miles of origina l homes s i tes ;

2) Many dislocated at Taylorsvil le feel they won ’t  be able
to relocate with anywhere near the sam e accor r m rodation s ,

LIIIK TO OIlIER IMPA CTS: Green River people resented the threat to their
economic security and the bad way in w hich the
process of acquisi t ion was handled . Not as much
concern with their resultant economic situations.

IMPACT C:

GROUPS IMPACTED:

PROJECT PHASE :

IIIiIII 1: 10 PS

EXTE Ni 01 1 ‘Il l -m I ! :

Cl-Y b i- ’, . - 1 111)1 -I S5:

E l  NI: TO OIlIER I

74
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SOC IAL I NI’!tlIl 5 111 W//I Ill P1, 11111( 115 DEV I’l(I !’Ml bITS: Si (lilY SUMMARY

ID /I 16

NTIS /I PB-234—543

[sIt u? I
T I T L E : Fidelity of Information Transmiss jon in Local Campaigns on Water Issues

AUTHORS : Fliegel , Frederick C. ;  Kivlin , Joseph E.

INS T I T U T I O N : Water Resources Center , University of b ll inois

BACKGROUND: Agricultural Economics .- Sociology

P U B L I C A T I O N DAT E: April 1 974

OTHER REPORTS:

FUNDING GROUP: DOI /OWRR

N FUNDING LEVEL:

FUNDING DATES:

STUDY OBJECTIVES: Examine the process through which  in f o rmat ion  about water issues is
disseminated to and within a local community and identify factors
creating distort ion.  Spec i f ica l ly :  a)  to what extent relevant
audience even minimally exposed; b) which sources most influential;
c) what meanings were assi gned to which issues; d) determine extent
directly vs.  indirect relates to distort ion of informati on. Focus
on multi-step co mm unication.

L~~iNAME & LOCATION Expansion of a sewage treatment facility in Momence . Illinois.
1970 - Acute water pollution problem resultin g from local industry
expansion.

DESCRIPTIO N : Momence — (2 ,626) outsdie Kankakee in Northern Illinois near
Chicago, but primarily a rural tradin g center and light
manufactur ing area .

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  

-



1( 1 ,- [11 1 - CS: Pollution Control

PROJECT ‘(lIE DISCUSSED: Pre-Construct ion

I l l  ll ’ -I 0 1 01?

G E N E / I T T : Looking at two alternative research hypothesis:
a) Loss of information leading to faulty perceptions: the 4’urther one

gets from the “object ive ” source;
b) Network effect levels one information discrepancies meaning distance

from source does not affect perceptual accuracy . Use a site specific
case study .

T [ C l lT T I I lES Al/I l DATA USED : Questionnaire —(Self—administered ) g i ven to a stratified
sample of Momence residents:
a) Every 4th head of household from a list of water

subscribers n 2 13
b) Community leaders, mayor , bank presidents, editors ,

etc . n~22
c) High school seniors , n=78 (interviews 1 month apart).

Questions on personal characteristics , local pollution
issues , information about pollution issues , attitudes
toward solution to pollution problem in general ,
perception of position in relation to solution .

Ii 
~~~~~~~~~~~‘) Though the problem is acute , concern fails to crystalize.

N 

-. B)

C)

D)

E)
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IMPA CT A:  Though problem is acute , concern fa i ls  to crystal ize

Cl!1 -L1’S 1111 ,’/IIi’ iIl): Residents of Momence

I 1(10: 1.T [‘Ill/IL : Pre—Constr uctio’n

1111111 1,11/I l.. Responses to questions on focus of pollution , benefits
town receives from industry , and how to solve the
problem.

I~X iI ~~~ OF ~~~~~ 
I: Consensus (80%) that pork plant is the major source of

pol lution , but no consensus on solution. 42o would
close p lan t, 58I~ would  a l l o w  l evel s of po l l u t ion to
continue.

C/I,USt It t ;’ m PROCLSS : Those involved in political process less inclined to
support a measure that would entail high cost to the
cornemunity. Hurting industry would increase unemployment.
Opposition to pollution primarily “Grass Roots” - people
who discuss problem with fami ly and friends more likel y
to be ant i—pol lu t ion.

- 5 1 /2 of people who d iscuss would close down the plant ,
1/3 of people who don ’ t discuss would close it.

111-I. 10 (lili Eli II ’ ACTS:

N

:01, 1151,0511 ) :

11- 1 (1 ,11 CS ‘l u t E:

I tIi l ICAiO. ~ :

77
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SOCIAL __IMPACTS OF WA lER RI SOII CES DEV{ I. OPM [NJS : SI U [ IY SUMMA RY

10/’ 17

NTI S/I PB-21 9-585

STUDY I
TITLE: Local Economic Impact of Reservoir Recreation

AUTHORS : Garrison , Charle s B.

iNS T I TUTION : Center for Business and Economic Research , Water Resources Research
Center , Universi ty of Tennessee

BAC KGROU ND : SEconomics

PUBLICATION DATE : July 1972

OTHER REPORTS:

FUNDIN’ GROUP: DOI/OWRR (In part)

FUNDING LEVEL:
- 

N FUNDING DATES: 7/1/70 - 6/30/72

STUDY OBJECTIVES: 1) Estimate the l ocal econotnic impact of recreation activities at
Norris Lake. Focus on Primary Impact - Payroll and Employment
of enterprises fbwing directly to recreation users and
secondary-mu ltiplier effects of respending incomes generated
by recreation ;

2) Compare recreation based impacts with impacts of water based
- 

. industry .

- 

[~~
OJE~~~

- . Norris Lake - Eastern Tenne ssee — Formed in 1936 by the Norris Dam.
NAME S I tt/I - TI/Il l W ith i t s  800 m i l e  s h o r e l i n e . It is the largest and most popular

of the TVA reservoirs , Visitation exceeded 2 million annually
throughout the 1960’ s.
Now Johnsonvi lle industrial plants engaged in manufacture of titanium

DFSCP ,IlT IU’l : d i o x i d e  and aluminum. Also a TVA steam rlant. Norris Lake is in a
three county area (Campbell , Claiborne , Union) which is primarily
rural - one urban place (L aFo l l e t te ) - Per capita income 1/2 state
average manufacturing increasing in importance.

78
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PURPOSES:

PROJECT Pill-SE DISCUSSED: Post—Construction

{ tIE] b lIll/IS ‘5?

GENERAL : Estimate Primary Impacts
Estimate secondary impacts us ing economic base theory (multiplier effects)
and separating out effects of recreation from effects of other major
developments.

TEC II’ lQTIL S Al/I) DATA LISED: 1) Survey by TVA in 1 963 and 1 964 of recreation users on
their patterns of expenditures;

2) Estimates by TVA of total annual visitation;
3) County personal income estimates - Dept. of Commerce.

Office of Business Economics;
4) Employment e s t i m a t e s  - Bureau of Census - 1963 and

1 907 census of bus iness

N ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 

- -  

Contribution of recreation to loca l economy relatively
unimporta nt

[I) Impact of water-based industry on the l ocal economy much
greater than the intpa ct of recreation

C)

U)

E )

79

.1

L - (. . -

-5- 

-
- -- . .



5 - —  -5 - - .~~~~ - -  -~~~~~- - - - 5 -

IMPACT A: Contribution of recreation to the local economy is relat ively unimportant

Gl1/:li ’/ I JIll-SlED: Residents  of three county area surrounding Norris Lake

II I- .’ - - CT I T l 5 ’ - l : Post—Construction

1I;DICI. l :11. 5: Visitor expenditures, personal income estimates ,
emp loyment figures .

Ei.l! 1 ,  1 01 1 111 “ l :  Norris Lake is very popular but compared to other
forces it is unimportant to the economy . $7.4 million .
recreation $634,000. Manufacturing created 1 .068 jobs
(926 primary , 142 sec:ondary) Recreation - 46. Transfer
payments and agri culture were even more important than
manufacturing to the local economy .

1,10 151 1, 1 1 ’  [‘III’S IS S :

L II 10 ( ‘ [ l i F t ’  11/ I l - C l  1 :

I . ~- , t - : 
1~ p ,rct of water based industry on local economy greater than impact of
~-“c rca t i -j fl

(0’. ’ S I ’ S / i  
1 . Res ident s of l i t - i ph r evs  and Fenton Counties in Tennessee

H ’ ”’’’ - Post-Construction

I],. ’ 1,1(1 :5 , Personal income estimates, employment figures, comparison
of impacts

80
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EXTE I I I OF 1111’1 1.T: Water based industry has significantly altered economy
of new 5/I. hns onvi ll e population increased 161 total
personal income g res 78~; Norris Lake area exp erienced
population decrease and became more dependent on unearned
income (t ’ ansfer payments).

CAU SE AND PROCESS:

LI NI. TO 01111/Il I t’ Il’A C O S :

IMPACT C:

111011/I S 1I- ~ A fT 15~

PROJECT 1 111,51 :

1 511 !~ Al l / I l” :

N

EXTENT OF ll’W ACT:

CAUSE A/I T ’  PROC ESS:

L I N K  TO OTHER IMPACTS:

81
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SOCIA l .  IMP ACTS OF WATER RI’SOUI:LS IS C I I  ll!TIl r/1S1 1 .li r n1 ’ l,l -[YAIIV

ID’- 18

ti l l’. ” PB-238-634

T ITLE:  An Ana lys i s of the Soc i al W el lbe i n g Change Assoc i ated wi th Resource
Development Projects in Wyoming -

AUT H O T S: Hackbart , Merlin; Long , Gary ; York , M i ke

131511/IFS Il- -I: Water Resources Institute , University of Wyomin g, Laranie

tlI,C l1Gl-Ii:-CI ’,Et I

I’Ll/ L I / I / IT ION (lATE : June 1973

OIl IE R R1 ,PO ’ - lT/I :

EUIIT ’]511 0/ 0/I/I: DO1 /O~RR ( I n  pa rt )

S 11 - 1 ,051/I LEVEL: .

5’.-

I 1 11 11 ~1 01 il/il

- - ST/CT I0- F- , l [ m l I V E S :  1) Evaluate social well —being potential objective of resource
development projects;

2) Evaluate social well—bein g change associated with resource
developments in Wyoming,

~

‘CC, 1( F T

~ 

~“ 
. 

-— -

100- 1 - . I /I C //I l l:; Not one specific project. Looking at counties in Wyoming with and
without federally-funded water resource development projects.
Specifically - Dams , canals, and irrigation projects.

OESCP.l l’ T Il ” ,: Four Wyoming River Basins:
1) Platte
2) Belle Fourche
3) Big Horn
4) Green

82
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I’(l ::l’Il/II SI Irri gation , power , f lood control , navigation , recreation

PROJECT Il// S E IIIl ;C1l’ .~ I Ii : Post-Construction

III Tb/Ill/Ill 0/IC

C,lllilll,I : Social well—being can ’t be measured directl y—necessary to use “Proxies ” —

benefits accruing to resource projects (indices are measures of I~ro~ies
which indicate social well-being). Critici zes W.R.C. task force well-
being proxies; very interested in operational proxies of social well-being.
Entpliasis on welfare economics. Partic ularl y aware of the probl e-s of
assi gning value to changes because of different percept ions of u tm ]i ty.
Proxies used in study:

I )  Increased real income or ch~ n,~in’1 income distr it ’ut ion
(No evaluation as to a gain or loss in well-be i ng 11111 , 1 1 ( 1 0 5  S f,l j  DIll- U’. i l ’. 2) Population dispersal and rural urban bal ance ‘~m,t
evaluation of contribution t,~ we ll bein g

3) Improvement of condit ions ‘ ‘ -‘ r ‘,-ibut inq to economic
stability

4) Provision of ed~~,.a t m u , m j I  and re, na t i o n a l  opportunit ies.

Data obtained front ce~ i
’
s T  la’~~on

5-
~~n s ~~T

’,t -m rm cu1tu re, B. Rec .
statistical appendices , the office of business econo ”-m, ’,, and the ~,o~ i n:

S emp l oyment security conrission. Compared data ft - a m- t-
~~~~i’~ t coun ti es , i q a l r , ’ ,t

data from non-project counties. Ana lyzed Var iance to establish si - ’ , m~ i ia n ,e 
~~~~~~~~~~ - im~~ €~~- ~~v4pa~~~ on~ ~ie~e ~~on~~tment~es ~n a rt~~r a c m  3n8

I - L Tl- ’~ ‘ among all ~ouit t ies.____-

~

- 
5’ Altered distr ibu tion o f income

13) Increased economic diversity - economic stability

C)

[ )

5 
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IMPACT A: Altered the distribution in income

It/I ’s l:.~,.~ ’ ’ ’,: Residents of Project Count ies

I’ll : 1( 1 1 111 1 , -I . Post-Construct ion

I” ’ ’’ r 
~

- - . Percent of households over the poverty line u s m i m ’ )
$2 ,36 3 1950) and $2,999 (1960)

[ X I I ] , ]  OF 110AM . Al l  counties decreased ~ of households below l - ~~t - ’ r t ,
line between 1950 and 1960 , more of a le t]  mite ‘m , ,,wt-ver

in resource counties ‘,t~ t i sti c a l l y si gnificant).

Ct/ I ::’ 1 110/Il’ S . 
Existence of water resource mr, ects

[I’ . ’ It’ (III I C I l- I //i [SI

ll-l’ ,. I II: It ,, ,‘ ‘ i~~t’d ~~tnom it Diy,.-r~ ’t y

F,’ - - 11” be nt’, of ~v” i ’ ’ ;

11 (1 ‘Il l I l - ., - ,t  anstruct ion

II. - 
. /I,ver ’,t fi catio n of l m sir m h ut ion of emiplo ynient over all

categories , Use emitl ‘ e rm t thanqes by sector to measure
uhanqe , entropy measure used. Entropy near 0 means little
d ivers i fi ca t ion , near 1 greater diversification .

L. . . -5- --  ---5- -



- I  EX TI ]IT Dl lMl’I,CT: All ~‘ntropy measures for 1940, 1950, and 1 960
1) Within ever y county employment patte rns

diversified , same is true of each river basi n;
2) Variation among counties in diversi ficat ion

diminished 1940-1960;
3) No recognized pattern regarding impact of ri-source

projects. Might conclu de “Resource iru ,lec t u v ’  a
positive influence on diversification b~t th at a 1a~

11/I’ ’ SE At-ill PROCESS: is involved in achiev ing greater d’i versificatm u r 3 5  0-Jar ’
resource development (54) Project counties sli ghtl y
more than the state as a whole.

II ’ .’ TO OTI1EI1 I l l , ’.-. IS :

I’ -’ C , 

- II ” 1-- 111 ’ :

1/Il l i l  1,11 1 ’ .:

-5’.

[‘ ‘ I l l  i - i  Il-Il’ - ’ I

1 ,11 . 1 — ‘ . S I l l ’ .’,:

I / I . Ti, OllI b l’ ‘ : 1,1.1 5:

85
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SOCIAL IMPACTS OF WATER IIESCI/ICES D[ V [ EO ] ’ t - t fNTS -, SI UDY SUMMARY

ID# 19

NTIS# PB 214 480

STUDY I
T I T L E : The Impact of a Major New Reservoir unon Recreation Behavior

AUTHORS : Hecock ,Richard and Pooney, John I.

INSTITUTION: Departnment of Geograph y Oklahoma State Un i versity, Oklaho ma
Water Resources Research Institute

BACKGROUND: Geographers

PUBLICATI ON DATE : December 1972

OTIIER REPORTS:

N 

FUNDING GROUP: In Part - DOI/OWR R [Water Resources Act 1964]

FUNDING LEVEL:

FUNDING DATES:

STUD Y OB J E C T I V E S: Look at neglected area-impact of public develop ment investments on
- . recreation behavi or . Help solve problems with assessment of recreation

benefits.

PROJECT

NAME & LOCAT ION Keystone Resevoir (with 1950 , Const. begining 1952 , nool begins
f i l l ing 1962 , now [ 1972]  complete )

‘~ SCP IPTIO ’ ’ ‘i .E. Quadrant of Oklaho ma 10 mi. west , Tulsa , 80 miles N .E. of
11. 1 i har a City
26,31)1) acres water surface (5th. largest in state) 330 mile shoreline

- ‘ [ P i : r m i m  grounds 16 boat launches , areas , 9]

86
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PURPO SES : Recreation . 4th ixost pop ul ar Evisitati on daysj reservoir in
Okla hotmm a , Most vi sit ors from Tul sa.

PRO JECT PHASE DISC USSED : Post Constr uction/use

— 

[METHODOLOGY 
~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~

GENERAL : Field research

TECHNIQUES A ND DATA USED : Interviews - Sampling
Sampling done using geo graphy—divide town into quadr antsinterview 6 w ithin each quadrant + area adjacent to
central busin ess district . For Oklahoma Cit y & Tulsa ,Quadrants are subdivided , Questions: Frequentl y ofparticipatin g, most visit ed site , favorit e area for
recreation activities [also age , occup ation , euipm ent]

.I±~
PAC1S DISCUSSE2JA)

Recreational partici nat ion affected

B) 
Loss of huntin g and fishin g streams

N
- ,  -‘.. C)

0)
St

E)
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IMPACT A : Recreational Participation affected .

G Il / / I I ’S Il11 ’ ,’,CTT , I.: Inhabitants of surrounding reqion neg ligible beyond 60 miles!
most within 30 nm il e radius . Strongest to the North and West
where there are no comparab le resevoirs .

PRO J 1.CT 1 (11,/IL: Post Construction/use

llIl)ICI,1OTTS: Recreation behavior , equipment ownership, participation days.

Only slight effect , no change in equip nment ownerhsip.
Several types of changes possible:

EXTENT OF il-IPACT : 1) Change location of recreation , no increase in participat ion
2) Decrease participation
3) Change location and increase participation
4) Initiate participation

This case mostly 1 3 , sonte ~2

CAUSE It/ID PROCESS: Existence of a new resevo ir

L I N K  TO OTHER I l’tPACTS:

IMPACT B:
Loss of Hunting and Fishing Streams

5’.-,

GROUPS IIIPACTL1): Snma ll fraction of recreat ionists

PROJECT Pill-SE: Post Constructi on

INDICAT ORS : Responses to Questionnaire

ft
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EXTL IIT OF 1 11  ,‘~L I : Of those interviewed , 140 report a decrease in
water-based recreation. Keystone had a modest
impact on that decrease - primarily in the
decrease of hunting and fishing opportunities.

CAUSE AND PROCESS: The decrease in opportunities results from the
innu ndation of streams and land used for hunting
and fishin g.

LINK TO OTHER IMPACTS:

IMP ACT C :

- . GROUPS IMPACTED:

PROJECT PHASE :

INDICATORS:

N

EXTENT OF IMPACT :

CAUSE AN D PROCESS :

L INK TO OTHER IMPACTS:

89
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SOCIAL IMPACTS OF W A TER RESOU CES DEVELOPMENTS: STUDY SUMMARY

ID# 20

NTIS# ~~ 244—536

TITLE: The Effect of Landowner Attitude on The Financial and the Economic
Costs of Acqu iring Land For a Large Public Works Project

~~~~~~ Higgins , John Ma l vern Jr.

- 101: Kentucky Water Resources Institute Univers ity of Kentucky

b~~ KGROUN D:

~~B~ICATION DATE : 1967

1~~ ER REPO RTS Part of The Economic Impact of Flood Control Resevoirs Project.
Project Director Dr. LD. James.

:~0rNG GROUP: UOIJOWRR

F U N D I N G  L E V E L :

FUNDING DATES: 1965- (1970 ’s year project)

STUDY OBJECTIV ES: Examines financial and economi c costs incurre d in acquiring
right of way for three Corps resevoirs and relates these costs
to attitude characteristics of land owners and loca l pub lics.
Consider extra-economi c value p laced on land by landowners and

local publics guide the p lanner in estimatin g soecia l personal
Sentiment al [Private] values placed on real estate

PROJECT 3 Resevo irs

~1/l~iE & LOCAT ION 1) Rough Ri ver Reservoir-Ce ntral Kentucky, 60 ci. South West of
Louisvi lle; between Grayson & Breckenri’ige Counties. Drainage area - 454 sq. miles;

surface area 10 ,260 sq. miles constructed 1955-59 cost 10 million.

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ (I-lay, Corn , To bacco ) 2) Dew ey Reservo ir- Eastern

Kentucky, Midway between Ohio and Tenn . borders. on John ’s creek in

Floyd and Pike counties. Drainage area 207 sq. miles , surface area 3,

125 acres. Poor area , subsistence farming, low grade timer , crops-Corn ,
hay, and vegetables. Dam started 1946. 3) West fork of Mill Creek Re-
servoir- Hami l ton County in Southwest Ohio 10 mi. north of Cincinnati.
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Drainage area , 29.5 sq. miles , s urface area - 557 acres cons tructed
1949—1952 , cost 3 mi l lion , enc i rcled by sub urban development

PURPOSES :
1) a) Reduce Flood Damages (Ohio River Basin) b) recreation
2) a) Flood Control b) recreation c) low f low augmentation
3) a) Flood Control b) recreation

PROJECT PHASE DISCUSSED: Pre-construction

METHODOLOGY I
—‘Qua litativel y enumerate costs and factors affecting attitudes .

GENERA L~ 
Quantitative Analysis - Collect data on gen i me thod: costs , attitudes ,

• and factors affecting attitudes look for correlations among costs
(F i nanc i al and econom i c. Looking at attitudes of landowners and local
public; reactions affect a projects implementation. Test Hypothe-
sis— The extent , the Cost deviates from cost under normal conditions depends
on attitudes. Develop theory of correlation of cost and attutude — test.

TECHN~ )1 ES AND DATA USED: Data collected from Corps offices in Huntington , W. V a.
and Louisville Kentucky, county courthouses near projects , Landowne rs

• selling and local citizens. A questionnaire [Based on 30 are design
interviews i focusing on reaction to project , estimates of impacts , re-
Collection of selling of property or 850 property owenrs in 3 reservoir
areas , 350 sent questionnaires , 100 responded! Post card questionna ire on
reservoir benefits sent to people in local areas selected from voter
reg istration lists - 2 groups 1) In the Flood Plain , 2) On both sides of
the Project (Up & Downstream). 450 sent 80 returned.
Attempt using regression analys is to predict wh i ch factors bes t
predict attitudes Lan aggregate measure based on responses to selected

_________ 
questions 1

lMf iUTS DI SCUS S ~ 0_________________ / The more a project affects t I v  local land owners . The greater
the reaction — both positi ve and negative

8) The more knowled ge held about the project the more favorable
attitude

C )

0)

91
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IMPACT A: The more a project affects the local Landowners , the greate r the effect
(positve and negative) towards the project.

Landowners whose land is taken for Dam and local public.

• I Pre-Construction

• •~ r i o r~~ Responses to questions on questionnaires and post cards . An
• aggregate of several questions to determi ne attitude , and data on

land.

• CI H~r °i,( T :  Dewey residents consistent l y oppose• dam and say they orig inally opposed it
while Rough Ri ver Residents overwhelmingl y favor their dam .

• Local Publics: Local public at Dewey more favorable to dam than local
public at Rough River . Difference here not as great as between Dewey
and Rough River Landowners.

C JS[ A r~D IP OCE S S : Owners of property at Dewey Reservoir most affected by Dam
affected by dani construction [most land lost , most cemeteries lost ,
homes~~ost] People had owned property longer-greater sentimental
attachment. Comparable land , less available in surrounding area.
This is partly the resul t of necessity & partly the result of policy
of buy ing the entire valley rather than only the tracts needed . The
local publ i c was benefited more by the reservoir than other resevoirs
studied ,+Iake is in a remote area where recreation of those would be
a big addition to local economy .

- 

Greater knowledge about project leads to more favorable attitudes by
landowners.

GROUPS l~~’~ r ; I): Landowners and Construction Agency

P P P J [ C T  P H A S E :  Pre— Construct ion

I )J i 1~~~ - : General at t i tude sc ale based on a weighted aggregate of responses to
selected questions and responses to other questions

92

4
“S.



. - - - - — -  - • - • • -

EXTENT OF INP i~ I: According to the F-Level  [var iance rat io] the
owners knowledge about the project is a much more
si g nificant explainer of the varia nce of the owners
att itude .

CAUSE AND PROCESS: Somewhat the effect of the study desi gn - knowledge
about project measured by descriptio n of what he
knew about the project, which could have been influ -
enced by other factors . Also, little knowledge about
downstream benefits makes the necessity of giving up
personal property even harder.

LINK TO OTHER IMPACTS:

IMPACT C:

GROUPS IMPACTED:

PROJECT PHASE:

IN DICATORS:

EXTENT OF IMPACT:

CAUSE AND PROCESS:

LINK TO OTHER IMPACTS:

93
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SOCIAL _ IMPACTS 01 WATER RESO UCES _ DEVELO PMENTS: S~UDY SUMMARY

ID# 21

Mu Sh

STUDY I
TITLE: Soc io-Cu lt ura l Impacts of Water Resource Development in the Santiam

River Basin

AUTHORS: Hogg, Thomas C. and Smith , Courtl and L.

INSTITUTION : Water Resources Research Institute, Oregon State Universi ty.
• Corvallis , Oregon

BACKGROUND: Anthropologists

PUBLICATION DATE : Octobe r 1970

OTHER REPORT S:

FUNDING GROUP : DOI /OWRR

FUNDING LEVEL :

FUNDIN G DATE S: 7!1!68 — 6!30!70

• STUDY OBJECT IVES • Assess the impacts of the construction of two dams on
the behavioral and attitudinal patterns of Santiam Basin

L~
OJECT 

~
NAME & LOCATION Two davis , Foster and Green P e , r , on the middle and south

Santiam River in Northwestern Oregon. Santiam is a tributary
to the Wi llam ette ri ver Basin . Focus on adjacent conmiunit ies
of Foster and Sweet Home Oregon. Green Peter Dam is above

PT! N. the Foster Dam on the South Santiam. Heavily fores tedDESCP.I 0 foothills and mountain s. Rural , soil not particularly rich ,
hay , grain , some frui ts and vegetables grown

94
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Santiani is flash near Foster Dams buil t for:
PURPOSES: I) Flood control 2) irrigation 3) Downstream navigation

4) On site power 5) Down—stream power 6) recreation
Dams planned in the 1930 ’s, authori zed 1938. Construction begins
1961 . Foster (the regulator) - 4,565 ft. long and 126 ft. high.
Storage area - 61 ,000 acre feet — 2 turbines — total capacity 2OK-KW

Green Peter - l SOO!& long & 360 ft. hi gh storage - 430,000 ft.
PROJECT PHASE DISCUSSED: 2 turbines - 80 K KW

Pre—construction , construction , post—construction . LUams .3 years
into operation when research ended .]

METHODOLO GY

GENERAL: Historical perspective — standard research methods with special
anthropological techniques. Guided by a social systems model showing
different stages , between water resources and cultural dimensions
of technology - Human organization and changes in attitudes about
water specifically, examine integrative actions of residents in
response to massive technological change.

TECHNIQUES AND DATA USED: Historical baseline data on Sweet Home and Foster- from
• the perspective of cultural adaptation . Swee t Home — Early agricultural —

WW II — Lumber boom by 1950 population begins to dwin dle. Survey of sweet
Home residents , interviews , detailed observations , interviews — community
leaders and people in every day walks of life. General questionnaire on
benefits of reservoir with main empasis on social organizations and religion
also touched on problems of the resevoir and recreation behavior . Sample
based on househo lds. Life histories collected nn influen tial and represen-
tative peop le . Team as partici pant observers , customers. Sampled question-
naire of downstreavi electrical recreation survey.

• 
(IMPACT S DISCUSSEO{A \

~ Increased leg alism and formalism in conanunity government
leading to conflict

B)
Purchase of recreation equipment

• C) Changing town social structure

0) Rapid growth and decline of comunity services

E) New town image

I
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IMPACT A : Inc reased legal ism and formali sm in conmiunity governmen t S

GROUPS IMPACTED : People in service industry and thei r clients , total pop ulat ionof the area

PROJECT PHASE : Pre-construction , constru ction , post -con structi on

INDICATORS : Observatio ns of behavior, crime statistics

EXTENT OF IMPA CTforrnalizing formerl y inform al procedures , establishingstructures where none had existed , increased need forpaperwork and offi cial reports . Increase in the nrest~~eo f l ocal government functions . Particular ly in lawenforcement city manager and chief of poli ce conf lictove r the personal ized style of the police .

CAUSE AN D PROCES S: New people with new requiremen ts disagre e with old fashionedstyle of government. Influx of w rkers puts a strain onthe persona l style of the governmen~.

• 11 11K TO OTHER I N C i ~CT~~;

Purchase of recreation equipment

GROUPS IMPACIFI ): Local mer chants

PROJECT PHA SE: Constructio n and post constru ction

INDICATO RS: Number of recreation vehicl es owned~ S/year spent of waterrecreation equipment

96
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EXTENT OF IMPACT : Greater than money brought into region by recrea-
tionists in other ways. 25. of Sweet Home Resi-
dents own boats . Before Dam very few owned boats.
Recreation supplies did the best business in con—
struction phase .

CAUSE AND PROCESS: Dam recreation increases interest in recreation
leading to n/o re recreation equipment buying.

LINK TO OTHER IMPACT S:

IMPACT C: Changing town social structure.

GROUPS IMPACTED : Residents of Sweet Home , especially residents
prior to construction

PROJECT PHASE: Construction - Post Construction

IND I CATO RS: Behavior at t radi t ional events , increased legalism
and formalism

EXTENT OF IMPACT: Change frau the articulati on (speci ficity and
interdependence) based on logging to more separation
of functions , to an articulation based on a new
concept of connaunity based urban-sub urban values .
Chamber of Commerce Dinner , formerl y the scene of

• practical jokes , now a well—run , for/i/al coat and
tie affair .

CAUSE AND PROCESS: Construction of the dam upset tradi tiona l logging
based community integrat ion. Now with return to logging,• in tegrat ion has changed to more urban-suburban context .  Urban-
sub urban mi grants key to the shi f t .

LINK TO OTI)[R IMPACTS: A general statemen t of impacts A ,D , & E.

S 
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IMPACT 0: Rapid growth and decline in coennunity services .

GROUPS IMPACTED: Residents of Sweet Home , especially post-
construction students . Employees of the city
taxpayers.

PROJECT PHASE : Pre-construction , construction , post-construction

INDICATORS: Student-teacher ratio , dol lars spent per studen t ,
revenue sources , municipal expenses per capita ,
revenues al l  compared wi th  pattern of total man
hours worked in constructing the dam .

EXTE NT OF IMPACT: Expansion and decl m e  of school system . General
rise in municipal service leve ls .  Expansion of
water systen i to accommodate inf lux of construction
wo rkers . End resul t — improved per capita service
w ith increased per capita taxes .

CAUSE AND PROCE SS: Improvements in munici pal serv ices spurred by
anticipated influx of construction workers .
Afte r the workers left taxpayers left wi th better
services but greater tax burden.

LINK TO OTHER IM PACTS:

IMPACT E:
Change in town ’ s image

GROUPS IMPACTED : Old residents , new immigrants to the town.
(2nd) people of Port land and Salem (target of Image)

PROJECT PHASE: Post-Construct ion

98
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INDICATORS: New zoning ordinance , impiived main street , condemning
decaying buildings .

EXTENT OF IMPACT: Originally regarded as dirty —logging tCxn . People
seeing recreat ional value of dams want to change
the i m age  to a neat, clean , and orderly town. This
des ire to project the image s t i r / /s la ted the develop-
ment of the environment.

CAUSE AND PROCESS: Influx of urban and subu rban oriented peop le with
the expansion of services. This and the possibility
of increasing realty values due to dam-related
recreation . New residents become influential members
(city manager , newspaper editor , supt. of schools ,
Pres i dent of Chamber of Comme rce)

LINK TO OT HER IMPAC TS:
Change in image ~P Greater willingness to spend
nroney on good schools and adequate services .

99
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• 1 . ~~~~~ 1) i/I ) I) Ci S(l II1l~ I~i VI LOPMENTS : STUDY SUMMARY
- 

ID# 22

PB 231 -485

T l ’ lE :  Techniques for Identif y ing and Evaluat ing Market and Non-Market
benefi ts and Cos ts of Water Resource Syste ms

7 t F T F C~~ : Social aspects - Holloway, Mi lton (Project Director ) , [Wade , Andrews ,
& Stanley A l b r e c h t  — consultants] Randall Kamerbeek

I i C T l T U T ~ ITh: Systems Engineering D i v i s i o n , Texas ~dte r Develop/sent Board

~ •~ i~• Economics , operations Research

PLJ BLIC A T l i ) DATE : June 1973
1/TI~E8 RE P (/ i ’T ~,:

• I GROUP: 
~~I/OWR R

i~~~C i ~~I Li

EC DATES:

• STU:l s O B J E C T I V E S :  1) Provide a set of techniques for measur iri n mar ket and non-market
benefits & costs of water resource sys tems . Develop techniques &
test them for economi c , environn iental , and socia l impacts spec if,call y
iri ’crested in computer oriented analytical techniques

[PROJE C~ 3 Reservoir Projects in North Central Texas I) Bel ton Lake near Waco
— • • in Central Texas , 2) Lake Wintney—SW of Fort Worth , 3) Lake Lew is vi lle —

E r ’ ~ . LOCATION North of Dallas in North Central Texas. I) Beltori Dam on Leon River
in Brazos Ri ver Basin completed 4 / 54 drainage area of 3 ,560 miles ,
surface area 7 ,400 acres in a rural are a , primaril y dryland crops ,
2) Whitney Dam on Brazos Ri ver completed 12/51 . Drainage area —

J ‘ ‘ 1 C T I ~ 26 ,120 i .  miles , surface area 15 ,760 acres . Rural , agricultural are a -

located on horder of two counties , Hill and Bosque. 3) Lew i svi lle Dam on the
Elm I r k  of the Trinity River (w/in 35 vii . of Dallas) . It was a replacement for

1/ Dallas whi ch it inundated. Cit e of Dallas major benefici ary . Sr,rfacc xr-~a
• 66 ,1UO ~~~~ drainage area 1 ,660 sq. nO .
L I  inn
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Agriculture and some industries related to Fort-Worth
Dallas trade source of area income.

1) Be l ton Water used mainly for municipal purpos cs , no
PURPOSES: irrigation

2) Whitney water used for agricultural and municipal uses — Power ,
Recreation , Flood Contro l
3) Lewi svil le Dam - Flood Contro l , Conservation Storage , and recre-
ation

PROJECT PI IASI D ISCUSSED:  Post—Construction

METHODOLOGY
1) Formulation of proposed techniques; 2) Testing techniqur

GENERAL: descriptive powers ; 3) Refine ivent of techniques ; •l Test on constructed
projects . Uses conceptual model I l l / / n :  economic , environmental , &
social systems allow comparison of OC lI r l Or l IC c r x i r u r I r x lta l and social
trade—offs associated wi th water resource policies - The EES node].
Work on social impacts as labelled • xpe r irx•n t al . I n te re L ted  in quanti-
t a t i ve , descr ipt ive measures.

T [CEED IQUES AND DATA USED: Economic simulation , eco—system si u l a tio n , social
indicators — social nobility , health & i l lness , public order &
safety , stability, democratic process , access to public services.
Measurements of real and perceived values. Emphasis , in social impacts
on local i mpacts survey of a random sample of residents of the five
counties surrounding the 3 resevoirs — d e s i g n e d  to pr o v i d e  i n f o r m a t i o n

on a t t i tudes about soc ia l  indicators (education , hea l th , s tab i l i t y ,
e tc . )  Lack of secondary dat a4 us e nreasures of perceived impact from the

survey data.

IMPACTS DI •
• 

~ Enhance the beauty of the area

:~ 
Increase in job opportunit ies

D)

F)

11
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IMPACT A: Enhanced the beauty of the area

Residents of area

Ii El A tE : Pos t — C o n s t r u c t i o n

• I I iE (  P E~I~~: Respon s es to u v € y  question

[XII N T OF I ’S~ 1: 89 of respondents said resevoir enhanced the beauty
of t he a r ea

C T / l I ]  ~ [CCCI C S:

L I ;i TO OT I1EI1 I r: PA CT S :

IMPACT B:
Increase job opportunities

GROUPS IIti ~~~E l ) :  All residents of the area

PROJECT Ph ASE : Post-Construction

I t IhJlCi/ T IIE • Responses to survey questionair e

.1:; 102

Ii
‘4

L _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~



I .

EXTENT OF I M P / C T :  Of 500 res pondent s 245 say resevo ir s inc rease
business therefore job opportunities 117 say
resevoir has no effect.

CAUSE AND PROCESS:

LINK TO OTHER IMPACTS:

IMPACT C:

GROUPS IMPACTED:

PROJECT PHASE:

• INDICATORS :

EXTENT OF IM PACT:

CAUSE I’k~i l ) PROCESS:

LINK TO OTHER IM PACTS:

Ii 103
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S OCIAL IMPACTS OF WAT E R RESOIIC [S DEVELOPMENTS: STUDY SUMMARY

ID~ 23

NT ISa

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

TITLE: Sociolog ical Impact of a Flood Control Reservoi r :  Howard Pennsy lvan ia

Lead ley, Samuel M.

Institute for Resea rch on Land and Water Resources , Pennsy l vania
State University

l lC i Ii IUiE : Rural Sociology

PU [ L I C R T I D C  DATE: July 1975

OIlIER R[PIIRIS :

GR OUP: DO I/OWRT

NC L E V E L :

ElI

tTUI IY DLI - V I  : Focus on connaunity orqan izational response to dam related
social changes as evidence by co n/v/ u n i ty i nf l uentials perceptions :
1) estimate nature of perceptions ; 2) identify sociolog ical variables
related to perceptual errors; 3) estimate effects of errors in per-
ception on cone/unity organizations.

Sayers Reservoir - Northern e nnc v hv a n ia  (Howard Township) 20 mi .
from State Coll Ir , lfl vi i. t r ll r l Bellefonte , 1 2/I/i . from LockHaven .
1 s t  outside II Bl~reLJ Jh of Howard - 5mi . x 1 vii . surface area.

0F 1 P T I O 1 E  Foot of Allegheny M ount ains. Began as a farming community.
I • . Local trade center Now - no appreciable local industry . 8OD - -

of labor force works outside the cone/unity. Mostly old timers-
Descendents of neop le there in the lEE /O s — a s t a b l e  c o n/ m un i t y .

104 
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PURPOSES:

PROJECT PI lAtE DISCUSSED: Post-Construction

METHODOLOGY j
GENE RAL Samp le community leaders , establish objective n/easure - of r -c rv ei r

initiated change. Select independent variables , i lielt / fied in pre-
vious research as associated with perceptual aCc~~rrC, .

• * For property sale , percent of roads travelled fron/ whi ch reservoir could
be seen , residence in reservoir area , resident ial  change , projected v a l~ e
change of property . News papers received , spouse an area native , close
relatives in the area, length of residence , sex , education , /11e , occupat ion .

TECII ]EIQUES AlD DATA /JSED: Focused interview technique — open format ~i~~d and
open—ended questionnaire . Interviews completed in Apri l l I E ). Inter-

L view sample taken from officers of formal organizations and sug gestions
by interviewers . Final samp le 81 people , 12 organizations selected to
tes t impact of community leaders perceptions. Measuren/ents of accuracy
of perception: Public lands acquired , jobs eliminated , families displaced ,
location of proposed parks , number of new jobs created by parks , Borough s
share of cost of construction of new sanitary sewer cv st~ r . V a -/ iDles
associated with perceptual accuracy : Participation in voluntary associat ions
involvement in local flood prevention society , actions taken to in fluenc ~Daw decision , role in public n/eetmnl gs , holding public office , settl Il ent
meChnIl Above. .. *

] ]A ~~~~[~~~~ DISCUSSED IA )
Residents perceive direction of change corr ectl y but not
the magnitude

B)
Lack of community organizationa l response to reservoir
induced chcnges

C)

0)

E)
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A: R~s n i r l I S  I I  I / v  I l l  tion of change correctly but not the
I t  I I  I I

I I  , LEL E l ,  R e s l /  ~ I I I  a rea

I :u • 1~ I /~~ • Pos li l t rul~ t ion

• t 11/ 5 Resp onses /ll questi ons concerning acquisition area boundary ,
job’ el iminated , and fa/ nilies di sp laced

I - I C - I F  - ~~ i-Cl 1 c t  ‘FrIl! in acquisition area boundary. Mean error
3.8 sq. /:/i l es : Jobs eliminated - 87 underest imate/ 8O~of this 11/ err by more than 44 - F a m i l i e s  d i s p l a c e d.
All agree s i l i t i f i c a n t  d isp lacement  On l y  I out of 8 over—
esti m ates . Of the 88t underestim ating, 66 err by rrore than
66

CA /It ] P; : lgECl I SS:NeighbOrhood awareness is the limiting factor in accuracy of
perception . Corr ect estimations depend on range of contacts
of an everyday natur e with the neighboring area . Al so if one
travels roads neighboring reservoir a lot , attends meetings ,
holds public office , is young and mal e , one is more likely
to correctly estimate change.

LI Ci TO OTl ~E El 1-~ 1
Cause of Impact B

C:
Lack of community organization response ot reserovir induced
chanqe

.‘.— CR C iPS ] ] p p [J [~): 12 local organizations , area residents

PROJICT PIIASI: Post-Construc tion

ItEDIHC T~ l - ’ Questions on change in decisions , membership, and anticipa ted
change in program put to inf lue ntlals
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I X I E I E  OF IMI’ IECT: Few if any plans to cope with change . Only local
fire company had planned to increase equipment for
water rescue.

CAUSE AND PROCESS: 
Underestima tion of degree of change associated with
the reservoir and pessimism regarding in-season use
of the government operated parks.

L ICI TO OIlIER IMPACTS: Caused in part by Impact A

lM i/J T C:

GROUPS IMPACTED:

PROJECT PHASE:

INDICATORS:

-.~~

I - EXTENT OF IMPACT:

CAUSE AND PROCESS:

LIN K TO OTHER It/PACTS:

207
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SOCIAL IMPACTS OF WATER RESOUCES DEVELO PMEN T S: SlE LlY SUMMARY

IDe 24

N1 lS~ PB 238 49 6

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ y

TITLE: Cr i teria for evaluation of Social Inlpact s of Flood
Management Alternatives

AUTHORS : Mack , Ruth

- - 
IN ST I T E I IEOE E: Institute of Publ ic Administration (N. Y . ,  N. Y.)

BAC KG RCLCD : Political Science

PUBLICAT lOll C- CAl : Ma rch 1974

011/ER R E E U [ T S :  T h i s  is  a w o r k i n g  paper  of  the N ERB C , C o n n e c t i c u t

- I 
River supplementa l flood man agement study : Phase I.

FJ JDI ]JC 1;RCLP: New England River Basi n Commission (Boston)

1 ..~

FUNDING LEVEL:

FUNDING DATES:

STUDY OBJE CT IVES : Desire to learn wh ere social impacts occu r and wh~ t they
c o n s i s t  of . Interested in as wide a upectrum of impacts
as possible. Intend to develop c riteria against wh ich
specific flood ma nagement plans can be evaluated
I) Detailed Case Studies - Flood & Dam Social Impacts
2) Method for eva luating social im pacts

No h Sprin g fl~~~d Darn - Bia C k River in V er /// O nt , near

‘~~‘[ I I l l ~~~~ 
Springfield in Sou th Eastern Vermont. Drainage area

- ‘ 
~ 158 sq. miles , capacity 49,500 acr u feet. 2/58 con—

structi o n begi ns. Operational 1960.

1Ft1I11 1 i I C ,:
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I’UIlPOSES: Flood Control and R ec reation

P r e - C o n s t r u c t i o n  , Construction , Post - C o n s t r u c t i o n
PROJE CT i / lAC E DISCU SSED :

Ill ID I - - l i

Exploratory . Use case studies to develop a method of
eva l u a t i n g  social impacts in a coherent frame of reference.
Extreme cases used to flesh out the ful l  range of i/ n pact s .

T E Cl/,I E II LS - C cCTA UClA : 1 ) Detailed chronicles use ex i s t i n g  information.
N ewsp i per Accounts , interviews , inspect i on , etc.

2) Evalu a t i o n  model consists of a type of C/B
anal ysis using nine u t i l i t y  categories to evaluate impact
s i g n i f i c a n c e .  Use own judgment to fill Out model categories—
ba sed on narrative

l I PiDIC U 5 ~ lE S V . J - - A l ’ i e t 1 res u l t i n g  from delay and uncertainty

B)
General animosity towards the Corps

C) 
Increased Law Enforcement Problems

0) Loss of Town Development Options

F)

109
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IMPACT A : A n x i e t y  Caused by Delay and U n c e r t a i n t y

GI1DIII’S IIlI ’AGT ED: Peop le  to be d i s l o c a t e d

lID LCT ‘Ilost: P r e — C o n s t r u c t i  on

IlII J E r : A k s :  N e w s p a p e r  S t o r i e s , e v i d e n c e  g i ven  to House
Appr o p r i  a t i o n s  Co mm i t t ee  by Sen.  F l a n d e r s  describing
hardships of people in the area.

F E TE / 1  OF I i] : A CT: No o v e r a l l q u a n t i t a t i v e  m e a s u r e s —  30 ho mes
i n u n d a t e d  — 2 p e o p l e lo s e  j o b  o f f e r s  b e c a u s e  of
i n a b i l i t y  to s e t t l e  w i t h  C o r p s .  One pe rson ’ s settlement
d e l a y e d  3 t i m e s :  2 — 3  mon ths  each  t ime . A n o t h e r  is
f o r c e d  to m a i n t a i n  3 r e s i d e n c e s .

CAUSE r - l I l  PROCESS : Uncertainty as to the compensation they w i l l
receive from the Corps. A lso cannot count on Corps
promises r e g a r d i n g  time or amount of s e t t l e m e n t .

- 
- 

Settlement funds are not avai l a b l e .  People know
they have to leave but cannot make the move until
settlement is made and set tlements seem arbitrarily
delayed.

LI lA 10 D IT1ILD I- l A C ES: A c a u s e  of  Impac t  B

“ ‘ACT G e n e r a l  A n i m o s i t y  t o w a r d s  the Co rps

GPO/lI’S I C E A l l I D :  P e o p l e  in a rea  near  w h e r e  Dam is  to be b u i l t

II DIETS; . Pre-Construction

I -I l E l ,C,\l : ‘ Commen ts , Congressional Testimony , Newspaper
A r t i c l e s
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1111 ] : ;  LII l I D - ’ 1: G e n e r a l  a ; r e e m e n t  t h a t  the Co rps  has not
a c t e d  w i t h  the  bes t  i n t e r e s t s  of the
c o m m u n i t y  a t  h e a r t .

[[PI E ,‘ ,I l  [TIC ISS: 1) S e t t  le n/en t  - De lay  w i t h  rega rd  to di s-
located fa milies.
2) Lack of Corps commitment to replace an
important section of road to be inundated
by Dam
3 )  Cor ps  hedg ing on p r o m i s e  to r e l o c a t e  a
hi s t o r i c a l  g r a v e y a r d .

L I ’ C TO OT h ER l I T ”- :
I m p a c t  A is one c a u s e  of Impact  B

lIP; PIT C: Increased Law En forcement Prob lems

AT O ll - S l! - IE CC TE D:T own G o v e r n m e n t  of W e a t h e r s f i e l d  and
L o c a l  R e s i d e n t s

I’PilLCE [lI/SE: Post-Co nstruction

I r ;;- L/l E l; t : Comments by Officials and Res idents

‘N

I Y J E C I  (/F iE’: A C T : Genera l concer n about the influx of
undesirab le people due to reservoi r -

v a n d a l s , h i p p i e s , c r i m i n a l s , i n c r e a s e
in number of speeding and noise violat ions
from s o u p e d - u p  cars of these u n d e s i r a b l e s .

1-. [[[15] P’ ;D PROCI s P r ea is not a b l e  to h i r e  a d d i t i o n a l
police. Local police not aware until too
l a t e  of t h e i r  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  or the ex t e n t
of the problems. Large number of access
roads to reservoir make it dif ficult to
p o l i c e .

[I C TO OTHER ME [1 15 :
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“T i, ‘0 : Loss of Town D e v e l o p n / e n t  O p t i o n s

G U l P S  I 1-t E CCT [~ : 
Town of Weathersfie ld — Near the Dan: Si t e .

l l 3 L1 [A l l :  P o s t - C o n s t r u c t i o n

C : Fi n a r c i  a T s t a t u s , P a y m e n t s  by the
Connecticut Valley Flood Contr ol Compact ,
Co ’:rer/t s of Local O f f i c i a l s

‘ A QF I’ -’- I ncreased Law En force/ en t c o s t s , loss
ci ‘ rml and ‘ e v yn u e  - p u rchased services
and t.a~ es. ‘a i l l r e  of Sprin g f i e l d  industry
to ‘ c v -  nor ti .

[110 ; SD: 1 F a i l u r e  of CVFCC to adeq uately reimburse
th e town I-j r l o s t  t a r  r e v e n u e
C C h a n ~~e in i m a g e  of  t c w r :  to cor e recrea —
ti o na l than in d ust r y
3) Loss  ~f oppo u ni I t O use  l a n d  ‘ o r
resid ’ ’ - t j a l  dev- Io p :’ent .

L I . ’ TO ‘ Il l  T I ’  -i A S:

1 I l l / t I  A ’  C :

T I -  1 EL - .T P/l/ St:

112
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Si V I A L  ID ;- - H :1A J,YTER RES OEI CLC EJLI L LEIEE , IL D ES : SIIJA Y SUt’lt’lARY

IDe 25

I I  IS’ PB 214—540

_ _ _  - _ - _ _

TITLE: Analyzing Organizational Conflicts in Water Resource Management: A
Systen/atic Approach

AUTHO RS: Martel , Robert .1. and McLaughlin , Dennis

IIES T I T L H LI E : Analy t ica l  Sciences Corporation

BAC KARI II 1 :

PUB L ICAT II ; DCIV: 9/1/72

OIlIER E;P 115 :

FUN DIN I T IC’ DOI/OWRR

N.

[11501 NA [VIE :

FUIEC I DC DATES:

STUDY ITE 1 I C I I I V E A :  Develop methods to better enable planners to deal mere effectively
with soc io—e conomic — po l i t ica l  issues invol ved in water resource
management. Analyze , diagnose , and make predi ctions about political

- 
, conf l ic t .

[~ROJECT

tAl E & I I ;  A T I I A  In ter—basin diversion of water from the Connecticut Ri ver in
Western Massachussetts to Boston/ . Specificall y construction
of a reservoir on North field Moun tain in Western Massachusetts
Help keep Quabbin Reservoir full enough to meet Boston ’s

DESCP,IPTIOC : water needs .

113
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PURPOSES: Water supp ly and Hydroelec tric power

PROJECT PHASE DISCUSSED: Pre-construct ion

METHODOLOGY

GENERAL: Analytical approach focused on complexity inherent in political conflict.
Analytical framework , field resear ch, and direct contact with the
issues. Focus on circumstantial elements and deterministic trends
involved in such a situation in an effort to establish predictable
elements.

TECHNIQUES AND DATA USED:
Open—ended research , Partici pant observe rs- Good journal istic sense
necessary . Secondary sources . 13 interviews during spring, sunane r ,
and fal l of 1911 .

IMPACTS DISCUSSED j ~~ Foroatjon of citi zens groups in opposi tion to the project
N,

~.) Blocking of the project

C)

D)

E)
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~~~~~~~~~~~~~

It/l Ad A: Formation of a citizens group in opposition to the project

GI:l:;1 ;’C Is;’’ : n A  Residents of Western Massachusetts

Eli ) - - I I  I IH”H Pre-construction

lIlh )IEJJOIIS : Interviews and secondary sources

.1 ~ 1I p - p; l : Sniall group of young Springfield l awyers form the Connect icu t
Ri ve r infor m ation clearing house (CRIC) to coordinate and
distribute informat ion on the project. Soon established local
interest groups such as the League of Women Voters becanm
i n te res ted .

(1 , 1 I ( ‘
~~ ‘ I’E ;CAl 5~~PpPos i ti on to the broadly writte n language of the Metropolitan

Di strict Corr,nission. (MDC) No limi t on the number of diversion
stations or amount to be dive rted. No provision for evaluation
of envi ronmental impacts .

1 1 5 1 10 l A UD  H - ’ - ’

N

‘ ‘  I- . Block I f l l /  of I/li’ Project

(,V ( 1 ’A lIT -‘ [H E l: ~t E 11 , resi dents of Massac huset ts , especial l y Western
Massachuset ts  and Boston .

— 
‘I 1 - II I’ l l:’ ,] : Pre—Cons tructi on

Interviews and Secondary Sources

115
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EXTENT OF I Hi ’ACI: Project k i l led in the House when MDC recognized CR IC ’s
-~ strength with -Western Mass. Legislato rs made comprom i ses

to tighten up the bill , but CRIC launched a last minute
telephone campaign and killed the bill

A Part icular aversion to the transfer of benefits fr’~m
CAUSE ND PROCE one region to another- Western Massachussetts to Boston .

Also growing environmental concern of the period (1968—
1970). MDC was isolated and believed they cou ld act
with more autonomy than was possible.

LINK TO OTHER IF1PACTS~’

IMPACT C:

GROUPS 1MPACTED~
‘I -

PROJECT PHASE:

INDICATOR S :

N.
‘ I  ‘N

EXTENT OF IMPACT :

C CAUSE AND PROCESS:

LINK TO OTHER It/PACTS:
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SOCIAL IMPACTS OF WATER RESOUCES DEVELOPMENTS: STUDY SUMMARY

ID# 26

NTIS# PB 236 853

I ST E/ DY I
TITLE’ A Systematic Evaluation of Environn/enta l Perceptions , JE t /r u :- Preferences ,

and Trade—off Values in Water Resource Analysis

AUTHORS: Pendse , Dil l ip, and Wycoff , J. B.

INSTITUTION: Wa ter Resources Ins t i tute , Oreqon State r i v e r s ity in c Ir/cert with
University of Mass., A niierst

BACKGROUND: Agri cul tural Ecomomi cs

J PUBLICATION DA~~: Septe~~er 1074

OTHER REPORTS:

FUNDING f,ROUP: DOI /OWRR

‘N 
FUNDING LEVEL:

FUNDIN ( DATES: 1 970-1-1 :

STUD Y OBJECTIVES : A’, - “ In • 
~~~~~~~ -

. - ‘ ‘r ’ - ~~, - end ‘-c ”mn • ‘,

- I F l o Is , w-  ‘ - ‘ ‘ “ ~~ 1’ t ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ‘N . I : . r~~’, • u’ : N - ‘ - ri cal
c-i :n nq and .- ‘ - ‘ ‘ - ‘ ‘ c ’ -  park - ‘ . ‘ , ‘I h, : I i  , r~ va l i

in t i n - t i N T  e tr’nC ’ I ‘ Ii’ ‘ - ‘ ‘ n :  tI’ - - i t, ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ I ‘ - fl
users -- w - . - r ’ n S s u r ’  es ; ,, - , 1 Iden ’ ‘ ‘  op m n m ons ,ih ’ut
reser’4olr 2) Determine-re - c - ”  ~ b ’- ’ w - ’ - - ‘ . ‘ ‘. ‘ ~ u
i’,r cc u ,, ; en~ I . 1 - - I ,  Es ’,ft - ‘ . 1 ’ - - • •

—~ I sr 1/ , ‘ rpr I e”- . . un’le r ’ ,j I - - - - Is ,

I PROJECT] 
—_________________

NAME & LOCATION Proposed Cascadi a la n on South m r ’ i a- ’ Ri vt in we ’, t - ’ - n ‘1’ S r I
in L in n - 1n1, , f ill danr ‘,tr’r,i-;e C a n a -  ‘ ‘ , - lbA .S10 ac re
f~~’ I st / ‘ i tr~ l II ‘.1 — S~ .4 m i l l ion .

DESCRLPTIOII:
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PURPOSES: Fl ood Control

PROJECT PHASE DISCUSSED: [re-Construction

~~~~~~~~~~~~~ODOLOGY

GENERAL: Priority evaluation technique to test allocation decisions when faced-
with limi ted resources and competing , costed al ternatives . Apply
technique to measure trade-offs of environmental goods .

TECHNIQUES AND DATA USED: Random sample of 300 residents of Wi llamette Basin inter—
viewed in June and July 1973. Quest ionnaire on opinions of
environmental conditions , optimum preferences and trade-
off values. Use pictoral representations of three devel—
opment scenarios to elicit trade-offs , Al so , respondents
as ked to monetarily value the s i tuat i o ns.

IMPACTS DISCUSSEDtA) Widely varying perceptions o~ the value of the
Proposed project

‘N

8)

C)

D)

E)

118
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IMPACT A: Widely varying perceptions of the benefits of the
proposed project

GROUPS J ITPACT ED : Residents of the Will amette Basin

PROJECT PHASE : [re-Construction

INDICATOR S: Responses to survey - Opini ons about the dam/environm ental
trade-offs

EXTENT OF iMPACT: Residents of the Santiam Valley much mere skeptical about the
benefits that could accrue. 60~ of the Val ley residents
compared to 30T of Basin residents see possible negative
impacts. Unly 5051 of Val ’ey as opposed to 701 of Basin see
an increase in recreation activities.

CAUSE AND PROCESS: 60 of valley residents feel dam will reduce damages to lifeand property ‘Little or none at all .’ They val ue historicalcampground and recreation si te ove r the preven tion of floods.Also experi ence of Foster and Green Peter Dams shows thateconomic benefits do not necessari ly accrue .

LINK TO OTHER IMPACTS :

‘N

‘N

IMP A CT B:

GROUPS IMPACTED:

PROJECT PHASE:

INDICATORS :

119 

_ _ _ _

-  ~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~~



SOCIAL IMLACTS 0F WAT R RESOUCES DF QPM~~-TS . y~~~~~~~y

lIl t 27

A IS v

TITLE: Reservation , Reservoir and Self Determination: A case
study of reservoir p lanning as it affects an Indian
Re s e r v a t i on

Al-l TD,’, Peters on , John H . J r.

I N S T I T L I I I : ’t :  Water Resources Re search Institute of Mississi pp i

I IACKC R / - L ’,E: Anthropology

PUBL ICA I1IJD DATE : 1975

OTHER REPORTS:

FU ND I N G CECI F P : DOI / O W R R  ( In P a r t )

- 
FUNDING LbE L:

FUN D1NI. DATES:

ST Ill V I II E V E T I V E S :  Documentation of a sing le case Study of reservation !
r e s e r v o i r  p l a n n i n g .

~~~~~~ EC T~~ 

-

N AME & [-Ac lI IU, Multipurpose reservoir (Edi nburg Dam) proposed
for the Pearl River in Vebosha County, M i s s i s s i p p i :
49 ,100 acres re quired for the project. (Choctaw
own 2,700 wit h i n  the boundar y of the project ] 16, 1100

D E S C R IT1l I~I l: acre surface area — 18 mi x 3.5 ml.

Basin is predomin an tly rural - City of Jack son is
• only Urban Center in the Pearl Ri ver Basin . Forest

6 of land in b as ic crops 14X Pasture , 12 - , Urban an d

‘ - I ,



o t h e r  — 7 p o p u l a t i o n  g r o w i n g  b u t  m a i n l y  in J a c k s o n

PURPOSES:
F l o o d  C o n t r o l , W a t e r  Q u a l i t y , R e c r e a t i o n , N a v i g a t i o n

PROJECT Il IJEL DISCUSSED: Pre—Construct i on

lI[TI IIJI5 Cs,

GENERAL: Documentation of a sing le case study - ill ustrate
complexity of water resou rce development i n v o l v i n g
I n d i a n  t r i b e s

- I TE CI l Ni~ A[S ADO C-\TA USED
Secondary sources , Personal observation

- 

‘N 
II IPAL I_DISCUSSEJA ) Lack of involvemen t of Indian tribe in R eservoir

N. P l a n n i n g

8)

C )

0)

F )

ii
.
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IMPACT A: Lack  of i nvo lve men t  ‘of Ind ian T r i be  in R e s e r v o i r  P l a n r i n g

GRO1IPS IIIE’TuITEO: Choctaw Indians , Army Corps , Bure au of Indian Affairs ,
Mississippi State Government

I D A  (H E E E A I , c :  Pre —const ruction

11,11 , JADEs : Mention of tribe in Corp s hearings
Mention of Corps in tribe me eting minutes
Separate plans for development

‘ D I  i IHE A( .T: Tribe interested in creating a tourism center allied
to a reservoir since 1964. Corps involved in p la n n i ng
for Pear l  River  Bas in  Deve lopmen t  i nc lud ing  the Edin-
burg p r o j e c t .s i n c e  1965.  Hear ings  he ld  in 1965  and
1970- 7 1. No f o rma l  c o n t a c t  b e t w e e n  t r i be  and Corps
u ntil 1972. 1) Lack of centralized professional
planning in tribe leading to only vag ue plans for
developing tourism center. This changed in 1972 with

CAU’L AI1IJ i’[E-DCFSS: tribal reOrganization ; 2) No initiatives taken by
state B .I .A. or Corps to ensure involvement of tribe
or discern their interest; 3) Corps ’ overem p h a s i s  o n
informal discussions with cer tain tribal leaders.
Diffuses interest in making formal contact.

LI I , r TO OTIILII 1 - ‘ l I L T  S

- - 

‘~J - T  B:

GP,ID,l s 51111 I I ) :

I f’ 1li\S1

11101: ‘ 1
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SOCIAL IMPACTS OF WATER RESOUCES DEVELOPM[t ;r5 : SIULI Y SUIIM/ERt’

II ” 28

‘:115W P8 217 870

I STUDY 1

TITLE: The Impact  of I n s t i t u t i o n a t a nd Political Factors on
W a t e r  Management  in the Upper  W a b a s h  B a s i n

AUTHORS: Quinn., M.C.

INSTITUTION : Water Resources Research Center , Purdue University

BACKGROUND: Political Scientist

PUBLICATION DATE : 1/7 3

OTHER REPORTS: Part of a larger project apply ing systems analysis to
surface water management in the Upper Wabas h Basin

FUNDING r,R;,IP:
DOI / O W R R  (in p a r t )

FUNDING LEVEL:
N.

~
“-- 

~. FUNDING DATES: 7/69 — 6/72

STUDY OBJE CTIVE S: 1) Identify relevant water institutions; 2) Evaluate
impact of legal , administrative and p o l i t i c a l  factors
on water policy; 3) Assess capa b i l ity of existing
institutions to implement systems approach .

I ’  ( PROJE CT~ Numerous proposals to develop the Wabash River and its
NAME & LOCATI ON tributaries . A c ross Wabash Canal l i n k i n g  the

Ohio wit h The Great Lakes - more recreational
opportunities and flood control reservoirs.

DESCRIPTIO N : .U pper Wabash River Basin of Ind iana - much of the
northern half of the state - highly mechanized
g rain farming. Majority of employment in manufacturing,
trade & service industries.

123
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F
Navigation , F lood  Con tr ol , Water Q u a l i t y ,
R e c r e a t i  on

PROJECT P HA SE DISCUSSED : [re-Construction

- - ;i,r I
~~~~~~~~ -~~~~~~~~~~~

~~~~‘l . Exp loratory — Des cri o t i on and assess m ent of
a p p l i c a t i o n  of a n a l y t i c a l  t e c h n i q u e s .

- / !  - Lu  IDLE DAT A USED: Review of public record ; Open-ended
i n t e r v i e w s  w i t h  41 i n d i v i d u a l s  h i gh l y  v i s i b l e
in Wabash River Bas in p o l i t i c s ;  Personal
observat ion,

~
iMPAETS DlS

~
USSED

~
A opp osit j on to pro ject s base d on sens itiv i ty to

N, potentia l future deman ds created by pro jects.

‘N
B)

C )

0)

F )

12-.
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1 M m- A ’  A’ Opposi tion to projects based on se n s i t i v i t y  to pote ntial
future demands created by projects.

CC CI I’ , , - ~~. 51, : Businesses near reservo i rs , Residents of Wabash
Basin

Ac- 5 5 .  [re-Construction

1E. E i ; . f -Ck5 : P u b l i c  statements, Responses to open ended
I n t e r v i e w  S c h e d u l e

- 
People express opposit i on to various projects

AT I - - -F I A t .  a) Flood contro l reservo ir - You ’ ll give people a
false sense of security; da n/age from flood will
be greater than otherwise

b) Recreation— Businesses around reservoirs depending
on rec reation w i l l  be hurt when dept. on Natural Resou rces
takes water awa y for m u n i c i p a l  water supp l

c) Water quality — The reservoirs w i l l  merely allow
ipcl u~ l1r ies a new option for dealing w ith increasing wastes

C R E I :E  - -C - - ‘ - : instead of forcing them to cut down wastes.

People fear options wil l  be reduce d and that
unanticipated consequences wi l l  ensue , so they
oppose development.

LI D ’ 111 I/T Il E I , I 1 ” i ’T C ( S .

N.

I’ ’  A.  I I :

GRO T ES lIIlIL I ID :

I l - O l E  1.1 PHASE

11:01 
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SOCIAL I MPACTS OF W ATER RESOUCES DEVELOPMENTS: ST I/ DY SU*IARY

Ili p 29

UFIS ~ PB 205  248

TITLE: Population growth in commu nities in relation to water
resources policy

AUTHORS : Ri v k i n / C a r s o n  Inc.

INSTITUTIO N:

BACKGROUND :   

—,____ __—_,___ — —_ _ — — —~ —

PUBLICATION DATE : October 1971

OTHER REPORTS:

FUNDING GROUP: National Water Commission

‘N
‘N. FUNDING LEVEL:

FUNDING DATES: 
— - -~~~~~~~~~~~~

STUDY OBJE C T IVEL 1 ) Provide a basis for evaluating propo sals aimed at
i nfluencing future population inc reases 2) Give a
realistic assess ment of the role which water resource
development cou ld play in creating new cities , spuring
economic growtn of small cities and improving the
quality of life in rural communit ies.

~~~~ O~~CT~ 

- 
- -

NA”E & C El l o ’ All water resource development proje cts — all areas
of the country . More specific analysis (by county) of water
resource developments , and population change In Georg ia.

DESC’ P IT T 1 Oregon . Minnesota ,, and Pe nnsylvan ia

126 
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_ _ _ _ _ _ _

PURPOSES: M u l t i p l e

PROJECT PHASE DISCUSSED: Post Constructi on

HETH000LOGY

GENERAL : Use relevant published and unpublished material. Draw
on experience in urban and regional devel opment. Selective
interviews with federal and local officials and people in the
development field. Ori ginal statistical analysis.

TEC HNII ,-l :IS AND DATA USED:

Statistical Analysis — a)Tabulation of 1950 , 1960 , 1970
population figures for 20 ,000 p laces and relation to location
factors
b) M u l t i p l e  regression analysis of water resource invest/ l ent
data and population data
c) Analysis of location of federal community oriented
water investments

‘N 

- 

I i t-Il L C~ t 
~~

10 A)  
Water resources investm ents do not affect population
growth.

B)

C)

D)

F- )
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IMPACT A: W a t e r  r e s o u r c e s  i n v e s t m e n t s  do not a f f e c t
population growth.

4 s t a t e s , G e o r g i a , M i n n e s o t a , P e n n s y l v a n i a , & O r e g o n

‘(IA _ -E A T I’IIAS I
Post Construction

1101 - - -
P o p u l a t i o n  figures and expenditures of USDA , HUO ,
F W P C A , DOC , and Corps  on w a t e r , sewer , w a s t e , t r e a t m e n t ,
reservoir , channeling, harbor , projects.

E X I T OF 5S 1~( 
-

Water resources project investment showed no
c o r r e l a t i o n  w i t h  p o p u l a t i o n  g r o w t h .  Not by
loc ation or size of county. Neither SMSA nor
least populous counties affected by water resources
investment

CAUsI A L l  - - ESS :
Water resources investnment usua lly  comes a f t e r
the need is  r e c o g n i z e d , not b e f o r e .  I n v e s t m e n t
may permi t  g r o w t h , it does  not c a u s e  i t .  G r o w t h
seems most closel y allied to proximity to Metro-
politan area.

L III’ TO 011:5I iI- ’ /’ACTD
‘N

N

1:I’I CT B:

CE O’ - - , 1 /T A CT LI):

lI- P 11 1 1( 11 ,51 :

I/OlD -~~ S
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SO C IA. IMI’ACT S OF WAA T [R RI SOUCES DEVE LOPMENTS: STUDY SUMMARY

IO~ 30

O T I S ”

TITLE Kona Dam vs. Konatown : A sociological interpretation of selected
i mm ipacts of reservoir development on a community field.

AUTHORS: 
Singh , Raghu N. (Kenneth Wilk inson - Consultant)

INSTITUTION: Department of Sociology and Anth ropology , East Texas State U.

BACKGROUND: Sociology and Anthropology

PUBLICATION DATE : February, 1975

OTHER REPORTS :

FUNDING GROUP: 001 (In Part) under 1 964 Water Resources Research Act

‘ FUNDING LEVEL:

FUNDING DATES: 1912— 1975

STUDY OBJECTIVES : Develop systematic procedures for assessi ng environmental
impacts of a public project from a sociological perspective.

~~~~
ECT 1 Kona Dam - one of the largest watershed development projects in

NAME & LOCATION process in East Texas.
Konatown - Pseudonym for a town 75 mi. tI E, of Dal las (population
- , 000) in a county with no urban population.

DESITB1 PTION: Konatown is the bi ggest town . Median age 2x U.S. average , economi-
cally poor , low education levels. Konatcwan formerly a trading
center for local cotton planters . With mec hanization many have

left and gone to Dal la s .  A decaying rural town .
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PL/RP OSES: 1) Flood Control ; 2) l’lunicipal c, Industr ial  Water Supply;
3) Water Quality Control ;  4) Recreation

PROJECT PHASE DISCUSSED: Prior to final construction [Hope to conduct another
study in 5 years after dam is completed].

[~~~~~ I~DOLOGYJ
1) Systematic analysis of action process (Kona Dam) intended

GENERAL : to alter or change environment
2) In depth study of selected aspects of community f ield ( Konatown )
that was to be most affected
3) Study interaction between action processes and community f i e l d  and
their impacts on each other .

Pushing for a more microscopic approach (qualitative , social field—community
oriented analysis)

TECHNIQUES AND DATA USED: 1) Action Guide ’ - questionnaire (Open-Ended) on
ini t iat ion , implementation , and ac hievements-submitted to 16 leaders
2) Content analysis of local newsp aper RE: Dam 3) Of f ic ia l  records
4) Delphi on goals , past and future impacts , and alternatives submitted to
selected ‘ experts ’ - Influential leaders and professional experts on
Dam ( technicians) 3 peop le s e l ec t ed  5) Survey of Konatown residents
[Random san iplej through interviews — 166 people interv iewed

IMPACTS DISCUSSED~A ) Favorable Public Reaction

‘N 
B) Cause community conflict

C) Increase in residential mobi l i ty

D)

F )

130
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IMPACT A : Favorable Public Reaction

GROUPS IMPACTED : Impact on individuals tied to following variables 1) large
household 2) Male 3) Married 4) In a high prestige occupa-
tion 5) Have belonged to hi gh income bracket 6) A highly
valued home 7) Low use of conmiunity services 8) Active in
community organizations 9) High level of know ledge about
project. Impact not re lated to age , race , e d u c a t i o n , attitude
toward ecology movement , years in coninunity, or level of
satisfaction with services

IE IEJ. ILCT EEIr, I~E Pre—Construction

II IE ) !(Iil t lIIS : Responses to Survey Quest ions

EXT I NT OF lI-lI’I,CT: 86. agree entire community will benefit , 90 - agree that
economic and other benefits far greater than environ-
mental consequences. 75 - strongly favor the project , 12:-
moderately favor it.

CAUSE 111111 PROCE SS: Primary emphasis of favorability is economic. More industry
wi l l  come . Business opportunities , more jobs , helping economy
in general were frequently mentioned impacts. Most often
people did not know the speci f ic  impacts of the dam , they
felt though that they would be favorable. Mos t favo rable
people- young whites in higher income brackets who are satisfied
with community services.

‘N N 
L I  I l K TO O T H E l l  I I’l l/C IS:

IMPACT 1I Cause Community Conflict

GROUPS IIIPACT II): Konatown Leadership and Residents

PROJECT PlI,’S F: Pre-Construct ion

IF4DIC AT OII. : Responses to open-ended survey questions hostility towards an
influent ial figure identified with try ing to stop the project.

~1 131
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EXT IIIT OF IMPACT: Severa l name banker ‘x ’ as conflict producing.
Several label comniunity organizations , as i ncom-
petent. Many fee l coninunity leadership has failed .
Asked to name organizati ons supporting the Ltam , of
the 13 named only 4 were from Konatown.

CAUSE AND PROCESS’ Project has been delayed by internal comunity
conflicts; outside organizations have overshadowed
local groups mmi ak i ng local leadersh ip look bad.

LI lt TO OTh ER IMPACTS: High favorability comb i ned with delays
hei ghten sense of al ienation and d is sat is fac t ion
with community leadership.

IMPACT C:
Increase in residential mobility [Shift in residential patternsj

GROUPS IMPACTED: See Impact A

PROJECT PHASE: Pre-Cons truction

I INDI CATORS : O f f i c i a l  Records

‘N

L~ T ( III O F 1 1-/E ACT : Many people have moved to the west side of town .
New Housing Development increasin g desertion of
central town residences, 68 famili es moved fron/
reservoir area . 18- move to Konatown , Most built
on West Side in New Housing Ueve Iopn tent.

51,11 , 1 AO [I PROCESS: Danm in on the west side [Population in Konatown
stabilizing while county population is decreasin g]

LIN E TO OTHER I /S ’S I” :

— 132
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SOCIAL IMPACTS OF WATER RESOUCES DEVELOPMENTS: STUDY SUMMARY

ios 31

NTIS# PB 192 636

I STUDY I
Anticipations of Change: A Socio—Economic Description of a Kentuchy

TITLE. County Before Reservoir Construction

AUTHORS: Smith , Charl es Robert

INSTITUTION: Water Resources Institute , University of Kentucky

BACKGROUND: Anthropologist

PUBLICATION DATE: 1970

OTHER REPORTS:

FUNDING GROUP : DOI/OWRR

‘N

FUNDING LEVEL:

FUNDING DATES:

STUDY OBJECTIVES: Part of a larger study of three drainage areas in Kentucky now
under consideration for stream control projects- social
benefi ts and costs of each phases of reservoir development .
Specific study : Baseline data on one of the areas and data on
the incipient impact of the proposed reservoir .

[PROJECTJ
Black River Reservoir— In Walnut County in Central Kentucky.

V NAME & LOCATION Study for Dam proposed to Congress by the Corps in 1 964. Idea
around for 5 years .

DESCRIPTION: Walnut County - Rich Bottom Lands good for tobacco and corn.
Hillsides good for cattle grazing predominantly an isolated
farming community . Population decreasing and no direct access
to interstate sys tem smal l , well—integrated population. Most
people born and raised there .

133
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PURPOSES : Floo d Control

• PROJECT PHASE DISCUSSED : Pre-con stru ction

I HETHODOLOG~J
GENERAL: Ethnographic analysis: Informal discuss ions w m t h  local

residents , review of secondary materials , parti ’ / / a r I l

- - observation

TECHNIQUES AND DATA USED:

IMPACTS DISC U~~~~A ) 
‘ -Economic Benefits forseen

‘N B ) ’
Limi ted expectation of flood contro l benef its

C) 
Anxiety over relocation

0) 
Fear of undesirable changes

E) 
Perceived necessity for County initiative

3 3 4

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  
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IMPACT A: Economic Benefits foreseen

GROUPS lI-1 PA CTE D : Local merchants of Waln ut County

PROJECT PHASE : Pre—construction

INDICATOR S: Comments made to researchers

EXTENT OF IIIPACT: Many believe that the reservoir is their onl y salvation.
Business is not growing. Economic benefits most widely
mentioned.

CAUSE AND PROCESS: Reservoir will be in the mi ds t of a triangle formed by
three urban areas . Money brought in by touri sts and
new permanent residents will turn o’eer 7 times in the
county and thereby help everyone.

N..
‘N., LINK TO OTHER IMPACTS:

IMPACT B:
Limi ted expectation of flood control benefits

GROUPS Il-IPACTED: Farmers of Walnut County

PROJECT PHASE: Pre-construction

INDICATORS : 
Comments to researchers

135
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EX IEI1 T OF U ‘ s I: A few farmers I’ll ’m l/ m i i i the flood i i , ! i t  i- i ’  E Li s’ t / ts t m e ~will recem vt~’ fronm reservoir s,mn t iii t / Oii . Flood ‘ ,-n I ‘ - 1
is mentioned pr - I / a r m  ly by l i r e  peop li ’

~A SE AND PROCESS • Farme rs m ,,v ’r l i / len but ,,r ’e reluctant to be toU vocal because of their lrmi ’ ri , l ’ , will be reiocated
by the project.

LIN K TO OTHER IMPACTS:

IMPACT C : Anxiet y over relocation 
-

GROUPS IMPACTED : 50 families to be relocated; their friends and relatives
in the area

PROJEC T PHASE : Pre-c on st”ic I / i n

INDICATOR S: u ip V’i’ t ’, a ” the people to be relocated : stress related
‘N hea l th problems attributed to relocation

‘N

EXTENT OF IMPACT: Most are res i gned to the fac t that the (1,/Il: will he built.
Questi or / is when and how much will they receive. General
feeling of not being able to plan the future. Fea r of
not being able to puchase an equivalent piece of land.
Older people have been particularly affected - one man
suffers a stress—related stroke , an elderly couple loses
the wil l to live as a result of anxiety over the Dam .

CAUSE AND PROCESS :

Corps procedure for acqui ring land cause great uncertainty .
Fear of rising land costs and housing shortage in Walnut
County exacerbate the situation . Many people will have
to give up home s they have lived in all their lives .

LINK TO OT HER IMPACTS :

116
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IMPACT D:
Fear of undesirable changes

GROUPS IMPACTED: Residents of Walnut County especially those to be
relocated and older res i dents

PROJECT PHASE : Pre-construction

INDICATOR S: Comments to researchers

EXTENT OF IMPACT: Wide range of fears : Well integrated community life
will suffer , county will go wet , little economi c
benefi t, harm to agri cul tural productivi ty , des truction
of natural beauty of area.

CAUSE AND PROCESS : Several causes - Physical fact of the reservoir-
1) Will take away valuable far-ni land
2) Will attract undesirable elements of neighboring
urban areas
3) Land prices will rise making it difficult to relocate
4) Strain limi ted resources of the county — little room
to grow .

‘N

LINK TO OTHER IMPACT S:
Counter to Impact A

IMPACT E : Perceived necessity for county init iative

GROUPS IIiPACTED : Residents of Walnut County

PROJECT PHASE: Pre-Constru ction

137
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INDICATORS : Comments to researchers

- EXTENT OF IMPACT : a) Need to expand school programs and possib ly build
a new school . b) Government structure will have to become
more p rofess ional

CAUSE AND PROCESS :
a) Influx of students from urban areas as people are
attracte d by the dam .
b) Increased tax revenues and problems associated with
migrants and tourists.

1 LINK TO OTHER IMPACTS :
Outgrowth of Impact D

‘N

j
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SOCIAL IM l’,’~CT5 OF WATER RESOUCES _ DEVE lOPMENTS: STUDY SLIMI’IARY

ID” 32

t JTIS # PB 2 2 4 — 8 3 3

I 5T1113y I
TITLE: Social and Cul tural Imp act of a proposed Reservoir on a

Rural Kentucky School District

AUT h ORS : Smith , Charles (Preface by Ph i l l i p  Drucker)

IIISTI T IJ T I I1 I( : University of Kentucky Water Resour ces Institute

BACKGRO . ’ED: Anthropology

PUBLICAT TOTI DATE: Janu ary 1973

OTIEEP REPO RTS: A l l i e d  to reports on phases 3 ,4, & 5
Reported in other reviews

iEl ’ E[ l1Ni ~ l ’,E llI’ : DO I /OWRR (In Part)

SPIEL ) ) lii , 1~ l~ X~“N

II, I~T T )  5 :  7/1 / 71 — 6/30/72

SIl lIlY 1 5 - I l ,  l I V E S :  !~Q~ect: The impact of a new reservoir on the pub l i c
school system of an area-Spencer County . 1 ) Describe
basic cultural & social differences between Spencer
and Jefferson (Louisville) County Schools 2) Define
major differences 3) Make recommendations - reduce or
avert conflict l i k e l y  to be created .

____ - _____ ~~~~~- - - -- -— -~~ -~~~-~~~~~ -- - - -~~~ — -- - - - -

PROJECT
Tay l orsvi l le Reservoir proposed for the Salt River ,

( (E CTIIE t i 25 mi . S.E. of L o u i s v i l l e , 60 mi. West of L e x i n q t o n .
3000 acre multipurpose reservoir.

DESCRI P lI /~
’i : T a y lorsvi l le , pre—dominantly rural and agricultural

some commuting tor L o u i s v i l l e  from other parts of
Spencer County
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PUR POSES : Flood Control and ,Rec reat i o n

PROJEC T Ph A SE DISCUSSED : Pre— Co nst ruction

M ETHODOLOGY

GENERAL: A n t h r o p o l o g i c a l  — M a l i n o w s k i ’ s f u n c t i o n a l  t h e o r y —  C u l t u r e
is an o r g a n i z e d  w hol e, institutions are the basic unit
of organization. Focus on schools m aterial apparatus ,
personnel organization , activities , linkage s to the community,
charter , and perceptions ’ of the purpose of education

TECHNIQUES ,At ;D DATA USED:

Existing quantitative data from Ky . dept . of education.
Qu a n t i t a t i v e  and subjective data from interview s with
school administrators and teachers in Jefferson and
Spencer Counties. Participant observation — Smith liv es
in Spencer County and participates in local activities
Made numerou s v i s i t s  to observe schools in both coun ties.

IMPACTS DISCUSSED (A) Anxi ety over impacts of construction on school
distr i ct .

— 
‘N B)‘N.

C)

0)

C )

140
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IMPACT A: Anxiety over impacts of construction on school di stri c t .

011511 5 i’l’SL CLI : School Board of Spencer County, T e a c h e r s , &
R e s i d e n t s  of Spencer County

I ’EI Ci ,:, I i{ 1’ S~~: Pre-C o n stru cti on

F o S S :  Comments mad e to researchers . Request for re na It s
of the s t u d y.

[Xii .1 OF lEPA C I : During 1968 & 1969 several resi dents of the
county expressed concern about the impact of
the proposed reservoir on the local institutions.
Especially the school district. Spencer County

• School Board authorized Smith to make the study,
gave him full access to records and affording
him extensive cooperation. Their condition -

supply the board with the results of his study.
CAUS E t m 15 PR O CESS:

Concern Over the impact of the anticipated influx
of new pu p i l s  from nearby L o u i s v i l l e  as people
move to be near the reservoir and within commuting
distance of Lo u i s v i l l e .  Lack of knowled ge about
the nature of the urban school district from w h i ch
many new p u p i l s  would be coming.

L III m~ TO OTIIEI1 Il”PACTS :

N.

I t-IPACT B:

GROUPS IIIPACTED:

PROJECT PHASE:

1/ 11)1 C,’iT~ i I S :
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SOCIAL IMSA .~ 15 OF WATER RESOUCLs :11 Ii E l F -Ii It , : S

10”

IS~ 
PB 197—672

L~~~~~~iI 
- - - -

TITLE: Soc h o-Economic Study of M u l t i p l e  Use W ater Supp l y Reservoirs

AFF T / , i5 lS , Ralph SI-m e  and Com pany, Santa Moni ca , California

BACE OR 1 ’I ” ,” : Private contractin g firm

PUBLIC 1-TI (t; J:i I.: J a n u a r y  2, 1971

OTHER R5 ,’P,-T S:

1555111-. ~TYl , I l i ’ : D O I / O W R R

‘N

H ‘N
~ -- 

- FL ’’i DItiI , L LScI

F/ tW Ill , 1.- ill S:

STUDY OBJECTIVES: 1 ) Identify major incremental socio-econom i c costs and
benefits. 2) Determine if costs related to any use were inim i c a l
to water supply function. 3) Develop de c i s i o n — m a k i n g  formulations
based on socio—economic cost —benefit analysis. Better integrate
recreation and water supply in m ulti -purpose reservoir planning.

I ~ California Reservoirs:

lAd E S LOCATI ’ l )Lake Berryessa — Between San Fr ancisco and Sacrem ento-
F i n i s h e d  1957  owned by Bu Rec .  5 76  sq .  mi d r a i r a g e  a r e a  20 ,700
acre area. 170 mi. per meter. 2) Lake C a sitas northw est of L.A.
Finished 1959 owned by Bureau of reclamation drainage area - 39

DESCR IF’ TIOI , :mi. area- 2710 acres 3) Lake Elsinore — S.W. of L.A. — Natural
owned by public 717 drainage area , area-2 000 acres 8 1/4 ci .
perimeter . 4) Lake Matthews - West of L .A . - completed 1938 owned
by Metropolitan water district 40 mi. drainage area , area- 27~ O
ac res , 17 m l . p erimete rr42

‘I’



a) Berryessa — Water Supply and Recreation — Full i n c l u d i n g
body contact

F / -FUSES: b) Casit as - Water supply and recreation (No body contact)
c) Els i n o r  — Recreation (Aesthetic only)
d) Matthews — Wat er supply only

I ROJEC , il --SE IIS CUSSED: Post Construction ’use

IIE T FEO C s I 55/ ~~~ .Develop a benef it cost model pertinent to water supp l y/
GENE RAL S recre ation regulatory decisions that includes appropriate

weighing of social factors . Use comparison of 4 reservoirs
w tih varying levels of recreation- . Prim arily economic
C/B relating to recreation benefits and costs and land values.
Two tasks relate to social impact: so cia l factor wei ghing
in the model and a nation wide survey of experience relating
to reservoir recreation .

1) Social Factor weighting: questionnaire given to
TES S/I F ,’ E~ :o3 :--1TA USED: princ i p a l  officials of agencies concerned with

mana q ement  and r e g u l a t i o n  of the r e s e r v o i r s
(n=56). Asked to weight 15 beneficial uses of
the Reservoir on a scale from 1-1 0

2) Nationwide survey — Information Data Survey Form
sent to sanitary eng ineers or environmental Health
offices of state health departments. Questions on
State policies , experiences with reservoir
management , key problems , personal opinions on

N. 
“N 

factors causing degradation of the reservoir.

I1.’vAGIS L-iSC LSS
~~ A) Perceptions of beneti ts rel ated to reservoir type

B) Reservoir recreation does not cause major problems for
management

C) Different activities perceived as having different
effects on water qual i t y

0)

C)

I
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IMPACT A: Perceptions of b enefit related to reservoir type

GROIIPS )II F ’, TED : Prin cipal officials of reservoir related agenci es
of 4 reservoirs studied

I’IIOSLCT ~/ / i I , 5 :  Post —construction

I 1I ) : :,u i,S : R e s p o n s e s  to Q u e s t i o n n a i r e

EXT / S OF Ill- Ac-I :  Respondents tended to weight most highl y those
activities permitted at their reservoir .

CAU SE l iPS PE ESC E S S:

LI Em TO OTHER IFIPACTS:

‘N

I F/ ACT 
Reservoir recreation does not cause major pr oble n s for
management

GROiJE ”, ‘F i t / 1 : S a n i t a r y  engineers/environmental he alth o ff i cern of- ‘ the 50 states .

F E: ’ CT -00111 : P o s t - c o n s t r u c t i o n

INDI E’ ’ Responses to questionnaire on pr oblems encountered.

1
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F t l I ) I E  (IF 1 1 5 1 5 5 :  Of the 39 states per /n i t ting recreational
r e s e r v o i r  use , 21 r epo r t  no Or on l y  few
problems . Major problems cited: Land
pollution , managenment i n adequacies , and
conflicts of interest (fishing vs potable
water , controlled su b d i v i s i o n  vs uncontrolled
i n c r e a s i n g  u s e )

C A L ~S E 7 )-UI - / l l p i s ’,: Few problems because of complete treatment
of water , good control of the reservoir area
and large anmount of surface water in the area.

l I F E ’  10 5TF’I E : 1tr i ’ ,’-L TS:

IMI ’A .T C: Different activities perceived as ha ving differing
effects on water qua l i t y

GEt/ / I/ F’ S I I TIP’: Sa nitary Engineers/environme ntal health officers
of 50 states

l’ III ’- [Cl I F / S E : Post —Const ruction

— N.. I r E : ’ F / A I F l - s :  Responses to question on what contributes most
‘N- to degradation of water quality.

EF lt l t OF II - r ’ -’ :F : 75 judge hu n t i n g ,  fishing, and s a i l i n g
- 

- h a v i n q  l i t t l e  or no impact , 53.7% put
p i c n i c k i n g  in the same category . 75— 8311

— judge camping, motor boating, swimming, and
waters k i i ng in the low to moderate range.
Agreement stronger on effects of hunting ,
f i s h i n g ,  a n s a i l i n g  than on c a m p i n g ,  b o a t i n g
and swimmin ” .

Cl- /Si P1105/IS:

WI ~ / P i l l / f l  tI l t ’ , :

(- “ ‘I

L 
--~~~ ——-  -—~~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~



_ _ _ _  - -  _ _  _ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~

SOCIA L IMP15CTS OF W AT ER RESOIJ CES DL VEL0PMEFJJS: STL ’DY SUMMARY

IDe 34

- 
UT IS a 08 21 2 254

-

~ I £Tl/~~~~~ 

-

TITLE: The Social Impact of the Libby Dam-Linco ln County: the
- case of absentee or extra-local influence

- 

- 
AUTHORS : Tureck , H u go

-~~ I’i S I I T L r F I O i :  Joint Water Resoureces Research Center , Montana University

BACKORCDID: Sociology

PUBLI CA T ION DAT E : 1972

OTHER k[)’iO~5S :

FUN DI1EI5 i ,F/iI,F E : DO I /OWRR & Unive rsity of Montana Agricultural
E x p e r i m e n t a t i o n  S t a t i o n

‘N
‘N. F U N D I N G LEVEL:

- 
Fl it /Il l l/f , DATI.S

STUDY OBJEC TIVL S : Set up pa rameters of local community versus outside
I cont rol , stab i l i t y  vs. non-stability . Establish

foundations for later studies using survey data
— I

_ _  — -

- Libby Dam- Lincoln County, Montana on the Kooten a i River-
r ; l t - ’E & L o c A l I n ’ F  North West ”rn Corner of Montana bordering Canad a

))FIrl’l Ill

F I //

idI’ lI.._ ‘ 

.

‘

.-
- ‘ .
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PURPOSES: Flood Control , Recreation

PROJECT PHASE DISCUSSED: Pre —Construction , Construction

Th
HODOLOGY

GENERAL : Baseline Data generation usin g primarily secondary
so ur ces  an d participant observation. Setting uo
survey of local residents

TECHNIQUES AND DATA USED: Content analysis of local newspapers , preliminary
informal interviews , random sample survey of local resi-
dents — 643 people interviewed on background and attitudes
toward the Dam , rural vs. urban l i v i n g  and the Coros,
Some open-ended questions on dam ’s effect. Inter v iews on
decision — making. In terviews with 79 people relocated —
focus on migration experience.

N. 

IMPACTS DJ SCUSSE~~A ) Apathy and alienation among local residents

8) Lack of conflict over dam construction

C)

0)

C) 
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H / A C T  A :  A pathy and alien ation among local re side ii t s

C” - ‘ .; IF ’ i’t ,’:::.//: Local residents

I IF I -P 1 C A F E :  Pre-Construction

1 5 - 1 1 - I  I I :  Responses to inf ormal interviews

I I ,  F, T (IF F ’ I i ” F T :  Everyone accepts that the Dam is coming. Very
little inter est in it now — lack of confl ict.
Most vi ew Dam ’ s coming as a n t i - c l i m a t i c .  Residents

- adapt to the Dam by doing very li t t l e .

CAPS 1, 1 5 PROCESS: People hav e known the dam is com ing for over 20- 
years. Big con troversy arose in the 1950 ’ s over
location. That was the last grea t issue. Corps
talk about lar ge benefits probably ari sing alien ates

I -i people who have come to see these statem ents as-
~~ i l l u s i o n s .  Ch anges wil l  most likel y be negative

and out of th eir control. A l so , area is accustomed
- 4 to extra-local entities c o n t r o l l i n g  the lif e of the

L I . , TO OTHER I i’:’11CT~ ’rea

I I  S E T  C : 
Lack of confli ct over dam construction

GROUPS I l S A I T I T -  Local residen ts

F’POJECT I/lO SE: Construction

IF/I EIC ATOP S: 
Responses to informal interviews

148
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1 1111 (II lI - A~ I: No great issues or problems arise over
the construction of the dam.

CA L /SE A’ El’ 7 1,1, 5 - - : P e o p l e  v i e w  c o n s t r u c t i o n  as a passing phase
that w i l l  leave a reservoir and l i t t l e  else. Have
very few i l l u s i o n s  about the dam or its benefits.

LI / F TO OTIbER “ISACTS : Part of apathy and a l i e n a t i o n  of
Impact A

I tt/ l iS T C:

‘IA// LIPS IMPACTED:

PROJECT PHASE:

INDICATORS:

‘N
‘N.

EXTENT OF IMPACT:

CAL/SE Ct/i PROCESS:

L IN K TO OTHER IMPACTS:

149
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SOCIAL IMPACTS OF WATER RESOIJCES DEVELOPMENTS STUDY SUMMARY

ID/I 35

NT I S

L~~y 1
TITLE: Forced Resettlement and Attitude Change: A Study of Cognitive Dissonance

AUTHORS : Webb , Vincent Joel

INSTITUTION: Department of Sociology , University of Nebraska -Omaha

BAC KGROUND: Sociologi st

PUBLICAT ION DATE : 1969 [Master ’s Thesis )

OTHER REPORTS:

FUNDIIF, GROUP: Partly funded by an Army CorpS Fellowshi p

‘N 

FUNDING LEVEL:

FUNDING DATES:

STUDY OBJECTI . Study the relationship between attitude change and behavioral
F c~n~ i~e in a forced Resettlement situation

1) Do attitudes change from negative to positive
2) Any variations in change [Jegree & process)
3) What are the bases for variation

- - - - -
NAME & LOCATION Tuttle Creek Reservoir - 6 ci. 100 ml. west of Kansas City , No rth

of Manhattan , Kansas in the Blue River vall ey. Construction
begun 1952 , completed 1962- Surface area 15 ,800 acres cost 79,983,000.
(Inundates parts of Marshall , Potiowatomie , & Riley Counties .

DFSCPIPT lol l :
-: Blue R iver valley - One of earliest septled valleys in Kansas.

Fertile bottom lands attract pioneers , particularly Swedes.
Many communities over 100 years old. Rural - 13 small communities .
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l ’ s

PURPOSES: Flood control for Topeka , Manhatta n , Law rence , & Kansas City

- 

- 
PROJECT PHASE DISCUSSED: Post-Construction

I IIETH000LOGY J

GENERAL: Apply theories of cognitive dissonance to a wate r resources situation .
Use a “non—experimental” case study to test theories ’ applicability.
Test hypotheses about behavioral and attitudinal change. Measure
attitude change and attitude intensity . Concentrate solely on those
peop le w ho were relocate d , attitudes before and after resettlement.

TECHN IQUES A ND DATA USED : Before- existing documents - letters of opposition ,
petitions , congressional testimony , articles — Focus on opposition ,
ment/erships , act ivities.

After- survey questionnaire with Lickert scaled i tems.
Measure anti—reserv oir attitudes .
Population- All heads of households who opposed reservoir and were

I 
, resettled because of it. Of the 558 resettled , 458 opposed it according

to ‘Historical’ Documents. Mail questionnaire. 54 questions — Personal
characteristics , attitude re: reservoir , alienation . 287 responses
(626”-) (includes 31 interviews of non—respondents )

IMPACTS DISCU sSED
‘N 

A)  Attitudes about reservoir change after resettlement

B) Opposition attitudes supported by high levels of alienation

C)

0)

E)
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IMPACT A: Attitudes about reservoir change after resettlement

GIl/I l/I’ S I - 1 51_I: I-
Heads of households who opposed project in itially and
were resettled

F’IIOJECT l’III,S E : Post—cons truction

IF , I E I C I ,TORS: Responses to questions on attitudes about reservoir and
records of movement

[STE F T  cr I / I / - C 1: 42-’- change attitudes about reservoir/581t do not change

CADS 1 ; - - LFlC EE~ S• 95.. of those who re—settled in urban areas changed their- attitudes. Only 185- of rural non—fare and 13% of rural
fa rm resettlements changed attitudes. Change directly
related to migratory decision . Not linked to income or
amount received for resettlement .

11 1/K TO UTI lE )) 1 : 5 5 7 5 :

F: Opposition supported by alienation

‘N

W~ ’ it ’s ‘ “ : - ~ - ‘ - Heads of households who opposed reservoir , were resettled ,, , ‘ “ ‘ - ‘ and continued to oppose project

1’ - - Post-construction

I’:’I’S T ’~-
’ Responses to questions on attitudes and alien ation

152
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E L I /S I 01 r-t~ 7’ I’ Ut the 45 who were alienated 54 had not changed
their attit ude about the reservoir . Of the 55
who were not alienated , 73 had changed attitudes
about the reservoir .

570 SF AND PROCESS: - - , 
‘ -Alienation is functional IC t’educing dissonance.

Anti —reservoir attitudes plus aliena tion make pre-
viously di ssonunt relations conson ant.

LI E  TO OTHER F ’ t / A [ F S :

- - t ’ T  C:

‘S -I’S IMPACTED:

‘ - -SE CT PHASE:

1’ . ‘ -5 T i - / i S :

‘N L FTE / F  OF IMPACT:

CAUSE ASS PROCESS:

LI tm IF TO OTHER 1HPA ES:

153
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SOCIAL I MPACTS OF WAT ER RESOUCES DEVELOPMENT S: STUDY SUMMARY 

ID#
36

NTIS#

I STU DY I
TITLE : Formulation of techniques to predict the iii~act of nmujor waterresource construction projects on local governim~nt finances

A D / H / I - - - h icks , Jthn II; Taylor , Alan H.

1 ~ST IT: ’ Ti ON: University of ~~ntana: ~~ntana University Joibt Water Resources
Research Center

BACKGROUND:

PUBLICATION DATE: 6/30/72 
F

OTHER REPORTS:

F1JNO[NG GROUP: EX)l//~ XRR

FUNDING LEVEL:

FUNDING DATES: 7/1/71 - 6/30/72

‘N 
‘N STUDY OBJECTIVES : :‘rovide guidelines for aniticipating the impact of water resourcecOnstnlction projects on local ~Dverncent. Ehimpirical esticetion- 

I of predictors of change in expenditure levels of various
governrmnt functions and tax base.

-

~~~ 
PROJECT 

-4 dare, .n ~~ntena
NAME & LOCATION

Hungry Horse - Flathead County - N .W .  Montana on the Flathead
River , S. Fork .
Tiber ‘- Liberty County - N. Central Montana on the Marias River

DESCRIPTION:
Yollc~ ’rail — Big Hors County — S.E. Montana
LibEiy - incx,ln County - N.W. corner of Montana on Koontenai River

154
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PURPOSES : Not Given

PROJECT PHASE DISCUSSED: Const,r-uction

METHODOLOGY

‘~~NERA L ‘Bee Step
1) Base line evaluation of changes in local government expenditures . For
56 counties in Montana- Belief that water resource projects would affect
local e~q enditures in a ‘normal ’ manner .
2) Case stedy approach. I~ ok at effect of contruction of 4 dame in
Montana on local goverruient expenditures

TECHNIQUES AND DATA USED: Procedure for Part 2
- I 1) l5sst for relation bet~~ en changes in construction employment and effects

on local governrmunt expenditures. Use Corps and recreation
employment figures and county financial reports using multiple regression
iinalysis.
2) Intervi~aa local gos’~rnrsent officials and others (especially n~~aspa~~r
edi tors) who were in the area at the tine to determine whether mopendituxes
reported in 1st. step satisfied ‘normal’ needs of the cxItminity .

IMPACTS DISCUSSEDjA )
Local goverrmnent services not affected

‘N
B)

C)

D)

E)

155
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U

IMPACT A : Local government servi ces not affected

GROUPS I l-IPACTED : Residents of Flathead , L incoln , Biqhorn , and tb’ rOy Cccrntios

P/h ~ :‘5 PHASE: Construction

I? 0T - ~ 053: Relationship betsoen enplo~ir~mnt levels and government
expenditure - multiple cramreonts by local officials  and
newspaper edi tors .

- OF Il-1PACT: Thsts for relationship beteeen employment levels and government
expenditures yield few statistically significant coefficients.
Also no lead or lag pattern could be found . Local off icials
say few needs not net. Schoel enrollens’its , le~ enforcement,
traffic, and child support problermu , mentioned but general
consensus was that construction placed little str ,,::: on local
government.

1 70SF AND PROCESS: Authors speculate that the reason for the fai lure of ~~~~ Tcyn~~t
levels to predict e~~x3nditures is the statutory limits on
,cc~~nd i ’ tn- - and r-’’~-nt~ ix~~~rs of local qovernrr’nts in ~bnt~ na.
‘Il-ius the local - - Io~~’ncs~ mT~t ien,’r :dly do well enough to
‘ qct by. ’

LINK TO OTHER IM PACTS;
‘N .

‘-0 ACT B:

GROUPS I! ’A CTED:

PROJECT PHA SE :

INDIC ATORS :

15C
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SOCIAL IH/hC T S OF DAT [ P RE SOUCPS UEVE LOPI ’ IENTS : STUDY SUMMA RY

- : 
I D r m

PB 236 034

TITLE: Socio Economic Impact of Estuarine Thermal Pollut i on

AFJ T hFO S:  W i l l i a m s , John 5; Speigel , Stephe n

Metro Study Corporation (Washington D.C.)

~ 

I BAC ,50~~L11h D:

PUB L : C A T : c : ;  UA T E :  19 7 4

OT HER ~E NO, T S :

‘1 0 5 1 / I / C :- - DOI /OWRR

F / ’ , - i 5 0  LI EL:

1 - h  51 S i TES:

S~ ,5 O S J [ T T J V I  :- Analyze the impact of therma l p o l l u t i o n  on these
inhabitants and vis i tors to the coastal are as adjoining
Barnegat Bay most li kely to be affected by the Oyster Creek
nuclear stat ion. Relationship of ~-conom i c in/pac k , recreational
activity, and orient a t i o n to recreation to attitud es toward
environment and the nuclear plant is exa mined

Oyster Creek nu clear p lant - New Jer ’ n -- . On bounda ry
- of  Ocean and Lacey townsh ips. (Ocean County ) As o~

19/3 it had been in operation for 4 years. Prov ides F

s ubstantial ta x revenue and jobs to local community.

I

4 
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PURPOSES: Power Generatio n

PROJECT PHASE DISCUSSED: Post—Construction

METHODOLOGY j
GENERAL ’ Fie ld Investig at i o n - S o ci o - E c O n o m i c  S u r v e y  o f

different user groups and lcoal po litical leaders

Question naire developed concerning, recreation
activities and att itudes , environmental attitudes ,
atti tudes toward the power p lan t , econora l c

TECHNIQUES AND DATA USED: consequences for specific groups , demographic
c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s .  I n t e r v i e w s  a d m i n i s t e r e d  in
summer 1973 by 4 local interviewers. Onl y
people between 20 and 65 and who had been in the

- : area longer than 3 years were questioned . Every
10th . house of 6,000 housing units in Ocean

F County was chosen (from aerial photographs) — 35
unavailable , 10% unavailable , - Final N= 316
Households. Supp lementary . Interviews with local
marina owners , commercial fishermen and clammers .
A l so i n — d e p t h  i n t e r v i e w s  computed w i t h  l o c a l
government officials.

IMPACTS DISCUSSE D
‘N

~
) D i f f e r i n g  p e r c e p t i o n s  or d i r e c t i o n  of genera l

plant impact

B) Unequal dist ribution of costs and benefits
of plant

C) Feel of powerless in l oca l government

158
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IMPACT A: Differing perceptions of the direction ut  the
general impact of the plant

( 01-FL ~ /51,0/ / I F :  
R e s i d e n t s  of Ocean County

11/03 1 ( 1  ‘(1/SF P o s t - C o n s t r u c t i o n

Responses to questions on view of plant s impact
on the area

EXTEN T OF /‘/A ( T Most people are not only aware of the plant but
- ‘ are (w/in 1 year) accurate about how long it’ s

been in operation. 39:: say it is good , 18 /- say
i t s  good and bad , 20% say it is bad.

ChOSE / -- F PROCESS l ) Perceptions vary with proximi ty to plant.
Benefits accrued from plant from taxes also affect
view of plant impact. Lacey Township which gets
substantial tax revenue 74 say good , Ocean and
Union townships — 23 - h say the plant is good.
Recreation enterprise owners and managers — 32%
say it is good.

- I L INK TO OIlIER I r PA L I S :
Related to Impact B

IF- F/TO T B: Unequal D i s t r i b u t i o n  of Costs and Benefits

GROUPS II1PACT EI) : Residents of Ocean County

- 
- 

PROJECT I / I l l : Post C o n s t r u c t i o n

INDICATORS: Responses to Survey Questionnaire, Census Data

F’
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((I lO ci : Overall benefits of the plant are over-
whelming but not necessarily local. Power is
consumed elsewhere. Noneth eless because of jobs
and tax revenues the C/B ratio is good for the
local area ($1 .85/Sl ) But 2 g r o u p s  — shell fisherman
and marina operators pay disprop o rt ior /ate air /ount of
the cost.

CAUSE /140 PROCESS:
1 ) Shellfish markets are l o s i n g  b u s i n e s s  b e c a u s e
of fear of contamination
2) Marina ’ s are not gaining more business because
of changes in water flow and water quality due to
plant

LI NK TO 05/ FbI IMPACTS:
Partial explanation for differing views on value
of the area.

IF/PA CT C:
Feeling of powerlessness in local qovernme ’ts

GROUPS I N / A l T O S ) :  Local governments of Lacey, Ocean , and Long
Beach townships

PROJECT PHASE: Post Construction

Comments during in-depth interviews

$ ‘N,

L ( F ’ b OF IF - F / A / l :  All three townships report a general
feeling of powerlessness with regard
to the power company and AEC. They
complain that they do not get accurate
or complete information

PROCESS : 1) Lack of icoal technical expertise in
the area of nuclear pow er . “We aren ’ t atomic
scient i sts. ” Genera l con /p lli nt about techni cal
3 a r g o n  and the c o n f u s i o n  it c r e a t e s
2) C r iticisms stronger in areas not receiving
direct tax benefits from the plant.

L INt  It) OTHER HI/S IN :

160
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SIUDY SUMMARY

ID~ 38

N il S a

Lswoy I
~ITLE . Water Quality vs. Residential Development:

- Political and Administrative Aspects of Water Quality
llaintenance in Perry and Clinton Reservoirs

AUTHORS: Wyman , Sherman

j lNSTITIJT ION : Kansas Water Resources Research Institute

BACK G ROUND:

PUBLICATION DATE : July 1972

OTHER REPORTS:

FUNDING GROUP: DOI/OWRR

FUNDING LEVEL:

______ 

11501 40 DATES: July, 1970 - June , 1972 

— -

STUDY OBJECTIVES: 
1) Uncover variables importa nt to policy formation in Perry

and Clinton Reservoirs 2) Better understanding of variables which are
important to ind ividual or collective behavior. Examine relationsh ip
between resident ial development and water quality.

— 

1~~
_r _ _ 

- --—----- - - -  

* 4AN’-I ~N LOCATION Two reservoirs in Eastern Kansas - Near large urban areas:
Perry Reservoir in Jefferson County 25 m i . East of Topeka near
Lawrence. Clinton reservoir in Douglas County. 12 ,000 acre
reservoir. Jefferson County - rural , downward population trend

1[NlFIP T I /P l: since 1900. Douglas County primary urban though not Metropolit an -

highest poulation growth rate in the state.

161 
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PURPOSES: Not discussed

PROJECT PHASE DISCUSSED: Perry : End construction (filling)
Clinton: Just prior to construction

METHODOLOGY

GENERAL : Gen ’l Method: A systems approach to policy analysis; look at
constraints that determine nature of inputs into the political
system. Focus on local decision makers- local government ,
develo pers , and property buyers. Emphasis on the process of
policy making. Survey local decision-makers to elicit their
attitudes toward the relationship between developn/ent , water
qulaity , and policy process.

TECHNIQUES AND DATA USED: Three Gruops Surveyed:
I) Property buyers- —mailed questionnaire follwed by random

interviews
2) Local and State Government Officials- questionnaire
3) Developers: difficult to contact and difficult to apply

interview schedule

All data on Perry Reservoir ; Clinton was just conerencing .

IMPACTS DISCUSSED (A) Create concern for water quality, but not political activity

B) Desire on part of local residents to solve their own problems

C) Low local government interest in wate r’ quality

- 
- 0) Low interest in water quality by larger develo p ers

E)

L -



- - -

IMPACT A: Create concern for water quality , but not enough to create political
- 

- activity

0410 -- .; I/bAT i / F ;
- - 

Property buyers around reservoir

I KIIJLCT -I A/ I : Post—Construction

INDICA1ORS: “ ‘sponses to questions regarding future action given decrease in
~ - r quality , and questions on water quality .

EX T II ,l OF I /I /TO T: Want good water quality - 63.5% won ’t build if W.Q. won ’t
allow body contact. Yet won t try local political action
if W.Q. deteriorates 78% w i ll sell , 71% will shift locus

- 4 of recreation. Those most concerned with water pollution
are least likely to build , stay after building, or use for
recreation when W .Q. deteriorates .

CT ’S r PROCESS 1) Many are only weekend residents (47, ) Coming from
- - - - r/ ’etropol itan areas 2) Many nearby reservoirs with good

water qula ity 3) Many bought for investment (38%) or recreation
( 2 7 . )  Investors wi l l  sell early to cut losses. Recreationists

-~~ will go elsewhere and avoid unpleasant political process.

L 1I ; f
~ TO OIlIER Il- / i-, C 1S:

-
~~

1 M F A ( l  I :  Desire on the part of local residents to solve
their own problems

-A C (O F I lF/ ’ ICII  I) :- - Property buyers and developers

F I - IJ I  CT Ill/SE: Post-construction

I N I I I C A T O I  - :  Responses to questions on who should supply sewer service
for reservoir area
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EXTENT OF lDi j \Ll :  Developers , property owners associatio n and special
districts most preferred. Other government agencies

-~~ rank low. Others can provide funds but control should
be very local.

CAUSE AND PROCESS~ - - -L i t t le thought given to long term sewag e needs. Naive
reliance on developers after their business is done.

L I / / K  TO OTHER IMPACTS:

- ‘ 

IMPACT C: Lack of local government interest in wa ter quality issues.

GROUPS IMPACTED: Local government , residents or reservoir area ,
sta te government

PROJECT PHASE: Post-construct ion

- I i A ~ ’ l’-- - Responses of government o f f i c ia l s  (s t a t e  and local)  to
- ‘ questions on water quality policy and maintenance. Is

W -Q - a rini lem? Are you satisfied with government

‘N 
performance regarding W .Q?

‘N

- ‘ - 1 - ’ - ~ Dr IM A -~ 
- In genera l , water quality seen as important in genera l

- ‘ - - by equal proport ions of state and local officials
(66 ). With specific regard to W.Q. in reservoirs in
Kansas, 6Gb of state officia i~ fpe l - I important , 33
of local off ic i als feel it~s impur -Lant. Local officials
mos t  satisfied with government performance with regard
to water quality.

:0,4 PI4OCFSS: - - - -Local of f / c i als feel a vigorous pract ice of W.Q. main-
i( ’?//flCO night discourage develoOrnent. Little thoug ht
t i v n  F )  long—run inp li cations of decreasing water
q u al it x .

Lb /I TO STI/IR IH ’ACF : Contributes t? in/pact B. Interest in very local
sol i tion s/ non—tra d itr on a l

--
~~~~~~~~

—- 
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I

/ F-lI/CT 0: Large developers have little interest in water -~ua1i ty

GROUPS IMPACTED: Developers , local residents , loca l government

PROJECT PHASE: Post-constr uction

INDICATORS: Discussions in open ended interviews with some of
• the developers around Perry . Their responses to questions

about sewage service

Two
EXTENT OF IMPA CX~ types of developers: conservator-local , tends to have- ‘ small developments , exp loiti ve outsiders: more re-

lated to large developments. Most larger developers ,
despite capital advantages , offer very minima l sewage
systems- septic tanks

CAUSE AND PROCESS: 1) Sewage treatment does not sel l , swinJnwg pools do.
2) Large developer on1y concerned with area during
land selling period 3) Assumption government will accept
responsibility 4) Small , local developer tends to view
the area from a different time perspective, they were
there before the reservoir. 5) Easy to create special

‘N districts and shift cost to property buyer.

L INt . TI) OTHER IMPACTS:

IMPACT E:

GROUPS )//l A Till :

PROJECT PHASE:

165
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CHAPTER 3: SUMMARY OF STUDY_CHARACTERISTICS

To make the information contained in the individua l study summaries
more accessible, these next two chapters provide summaries of the key
da ta. This chapter discusses the general characteristics of the studies——
who did the study , when , for what purposes , using what methods and data
sources , and on what pro jects. When comb ined with the impact summary
of Chap ter 4, these summaries provide a quick comprehensive overview
of the information contained in the study summaries. At a glance you
can find wha t types of impacts relate to what types of pr ojec ts and
what methods were used to measure the impacts. In addi t ion , these
chapters review the distribution of study and impact characterist ics .
On the bas is of th ese dis trib ut ions , certain observations about the

- : state of research on the social impacts of water resources development
protec ts are presented .

Table 3—i is a summary matrix of the key characteristics of the
studies rev iewed in Chap ter 2 , excluding a summary of their impacts .
Ordered by study number , the table gives the date of publication , b ack—
ground of the researchers (where given) , the type , loca t ion , and pu rposes
(where given) of the project discussed , the objectives of the research ,
the general method employed , and the data sources used . These last three
methodological items were taken directly from the texts of the studies ,
especially as regards the objectives of the research . Method refers to
the general conceptua l basis for the study: are hypotheses being tested?
Is a model being applied? Wha t is the overall character of the research——
qualita t ive , microscopic , quantitative , emp irical, anthropological ,
research review? Da ta sources are the specific techniques used to employ
the method of the study —— par t icipant observa t ion , content analysis ,
random sample quest ionnaires , interviews with officials , etc. This

‘N table is mean t to be a guide to the in forma t ion fo und in the individual
• study reviews ; the items here do not represent the full range of data on

these points contained in the summaries .

DISTRIBUTIONS

Date of Publica t ion —— Figure 3a represen ts the dis trib ut ion over t ime
of research done on the social impacts of water resources development

-

. 

projec ts. Clear ly , the in teres t in social impac t research rela t ing to
water resources has been increasing over the last five years. After
reviewing bibliographies of research in the area covering the last 20
years , it is obvious that the interest is quite recent . It coincides
wi th increas ing incidence of social variables in water—related legis-
la tion and resulting Interior and Corps regulations. The low number of
studies found in 1975 and 1976 should not be surpris ing. The dotted
line over the 1975 bar represents the incomplete nature of our knowl-
edge about research in this area. There is a distinct time lag be tween
the completion of a report and its appearance in major bibliographies
of the type upon which this review is based .
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Discipline s —— The disciplinary background of the resear chers involved
in social impacts of water resource developments has a great deal to do
with what areas are studied and how they are approached . Figure 3b gives
the distribution of disciplines mentioned in the studies rev iewed . The
graph does not represen t the actual number of sociolog ists , geographers ,
or economists who have worked on this type of research ; the data was too
incomplete to provide that information . Instead it represents disciplines
emp loyed in a research proj ec t. For instance , though study No. 3 has
three sociolog ists , an economist , and a political scientist , on the graph
each discipline gets only one mention . In a case where a researcher has
too disciplines (e.g.. sociology and anthropology) , each discipl in e gets
a mention .

The distrib ution of disciplines rep resented b y Figure 3b is highly
skewed toward sociologists and anthropologists (including agricultural
ec onomists). One should be awar e, however , that this inequity is
primarily the result of the work of two men : Wade Andrews and Phillip
Drucker . The five disciplines included in the other category are recre-
at ion and parks , soil conservati on , agriculture , operations analysis ,
and hydrology . Six of the studies make no mention of the disciplines

• of the resear chers~; several of these are studies done by private con-
trac t ing firms.

Objec tives/Methods /Data Sources —— The variety and general tone of the
objec tives and methods of the studies reflects the academic as well as
sociological/an thropolog ical bias of much of the research done on social

- I impacts. Many of the objectives cited involve developing models , testing
hypotheses, and exploring relat ionshi ps among variables . This is ex-
pec ted , given the rela tively unchartered nature of the field . There is

-
~~ 

‘N some interest in helping the planner evaluate what the impacts of a
pr ojec t ac t ion will be , but that mainly comes as a natural result of
increas ing the general knowled ge abo ut the soc ial impacts of water
resource developments. Very few studies hav e as their main objective
assist ing the planner in making decisi ons about project actions .

The methods employed by the researchers follow , na turally , the
pattern of objectives . Many call their research exploratory . Several
t ry to de fin e variab les , test hypotheses , or develop models . A few
admi t to us ing their case study as a purely exp lora tory , induc t ive
exercis e. The disciplinary biases of the researchers are also evident
in the methods employed. Many of the studies use survey research
common to sociological and political science research . The anthropolo-
gis ts st and Out wi th their emphasis on cult ure sys tems , ethnographic
analysis, and holis tic approaches to the problem . Very few discuss the
charac ter and special problems of post—audit analysis of large public
works projects .
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Figure 3a: DISTRIBUTION OF STUDIES BY YEAR
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The data sources used in the socia l impact research on water
resource development projects are common across disci p linary boundaries .
Almost every study uses some type of survey. The sociologists tend to
use more random sample surveys of residents though they put some weight
on interviews with local officials and opinion leaders. The anthro-
polog ists are strong on informa l interviews using an open—ended format.
This also leads them to use the participant observer technique quite
often . The political scientists use surveys and partici pant observers
but seem to rely most heavily on analysis of secondary sources as do the
economists. Sociologists and anthropolog ists do not ignore these secondary
sources ; they merely put less emphasis on them than do politic al scientists
and economists .

Projects —— Locat ion,  Type, Purpose —— The overwhelming majority of
projects whose social impacts have been researched are reservoirs. Of
the 38 studies , 26 discuss the impacts of over 50 reservoirs . The only
other projects which have received attention are canals (three studies) ,
channelization and stream lining (three studies), a sewage plant , a
power plant , an irrigation proj ect , a chemical plant , and a watershed
project. Two studies failed to make distinctions among the types of
projects involved ; they were looking at the impacts of water resources
development proj ects in general.

Specific data on the projects discussed in the research on social
impacts is sorel y lacking. Most of the studies mention the name of the
reservoir and its approximate location . Very few give specific infor—
nation on storage capacity, dam type , cost , estimated or actual construction
period , or surface acreage of the pool. Admittedl y some of the difficulty

‘N 
lies in the fact that many of the studies are discussing proposed reser—

‘N voirs; yet even when post—construction phase impacts are discussed , few
details are given.

Figure 3c represents the geograph ic distribution of the projects
discussed . The numbers represent not the number of projects , but the
number of studies which mention proj ects in that state; again the data
was too fragmented to get an accurate picture of the distribution of
specific projects. The greates t concentrations of projects studies are
in Utah and Kentucky , reflecting the ac t ive work of Wade Andrews and
Phillip Drucker in the area of social impacts. Other than these two
anomalies , the projects are fairly evenly distributed throughout the
country . New England , the Deep South , the Great Plains , and the South-
west have not received the same amoun t of attention as the Far West ,
Middle West , and Middle Atlantic regions .

The purposes of the projects mentioned in the individua l stud y
reviews are summarized in Figure 3d. Recreation and flood control were
the major purposes cited in the studies . They totaled more than the
next five categories comb ined . The preponderance of these purposes ,
reflecting the overwhelming emphasis on reservoirs , affects the types
of impacts that have been identified . For instance , the lack of work
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• 
on navigation projects means that those social impacts particular to
those projects such as redistribution of income or health effects are
relatively untouched .

-

. 
SUMMARY

The shor tcomings of the resear ch on the soc ial impac ts of wa ter
resources developments cited in the previous section are the produc t
of the state of the research. Given the increasing involvement of
social impacts in the planning process , it is reasonable to expect the
number of social impact studies to increase in the near future. Part
of this increase will be the result of research already begun in
response to new planning requirements. However , more important in
terms of post—audit analyses , will be a growing interest in providing
some empirical basis for projecting social impacts. At the present
the research is near the take—off point. Each study has until now started
virtually from ground zero; many researchers have complained of the lack
of previous research . One effect of this lack of research has been a
paucity of data collection on social impacts during the phases of project

- I 
development . Now data is being collected on these impacts and research
is beg inning to be done using this data. As more pertinent data becomes
available and given continued interest of planners in social impacts,
the number of post—audit studies of social impacts will increase in
quality and quantity.

‘N

1/ I )
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CHAPTER ‘+: IMPACT SUMMARY

-~~ The ultimate purpose of this review Is to aid p lanners in
id entifying social impacts that could derive from project actions .
The impact summary is the most important part of the review in terms
of fulfilling that purpose; it provides the key to unlock the store
of information contained in the individual stud y summaries. The
summary lists the specific impacts , categorizes them , and summarizes
their distribution ; further information on each impact and the
related projects can be found in the  individual  s tudy summaries.

Each impact is categorized by two dimensions —— Project Phase
and Impact Type. Project Phase refcrs to the time during a project ’s
lifetime at which the impact takes place . In this review a simple
pre—construction , construction , and post—construction typology is
used; the lack of specificity of impact timing in most reports made
it necessary to use such a general classification . Also , the types
of impacts found in these different phases have commonali ties among
themselves and distinct differences from impacts in other phases.
Impacts prior to construction of a reservoir differ markedly from the
impacts of operating that reservoir.

Division of impacts into impact types is more arbitrary than
dividing them into project phases. There is no established set of

• social impact categories which always apply to water resource projects;
there has not been enough research on the actual social impacts of
projects for such a set of categories to emerge . Using the Principles
and Standards social well—being account , Corps regulation ER 1105—20—240
impact categories and observed impact distributions , f our categories
of social impacts were chosen. These do not cover the universe of
social impacts of a water resource development project; they reflect
the current state of the research . The four categories are:

— —  Distribution

— —  Opportunity

—— Local Serv ice Delivery

— —  Community Cohesion

Distribution impacts refer to impacts generally classified as
demographic. Shifting residential patterns , population mobility
and residential density are distribution impacts , as are relocation
impacts and their accompanying impacts on local housing . In
addition to regular demographic impacts , this category includes
impacts relating to real income distribution and the general distribution
of the costs and benefits of a project action.
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Opportunity impacts are those impacts involving a change in a
community member ’s ab i l i ty  to enj oy a var ie ty  of oppor tun i t i e s . They
include changes in education and cultural opportunities . Changes
in social patterns such as visiting friends and relatives are
considered changes in cultural opportunities , as is the building
of a theatre in a local town . Recreation opportunities , especially
the provision of aesthetically valuable areas, are listed under this
category . Finally, general effects on the local level of economic
opportunity are included in opportunity impacts.

Local Service Delivery impacts include a range of impacts often
considered economic or health—related. Provision of safety from
fl oods and increase in health care resulting f r om wa ter resource
d’.v’.Jopments are cons idered -impacts on local service delivery .
The primary focus of local service delivery impacts is on the local

~~v~-rnment —— changes in its tax base , its expenditures , its structure ,
i t . -; s’.rvices, and its effectiveness. Effects on the delivery
capability of local non—governmental organizations are also included
in t h i s  category .

Community Cohesion impacts are concerned mainly with perceptions
0! change and the reactions to that change. Conflict among residents
of an area and among community groups as a result of a water resource
development projects are impacts on community cohesion. Opposition

~r support for the project Is related to conflict or the lack
thereof and is therefore considered a community cohesion impact.
Related to opposition and support are impacts of a project on
people ’s awareness of its existence and the accuracy of that
awareness. Finally the contribution of a project to the economic!
so~~ia1 stability of an area or its generation of anxiety over

- 
- 

potential unwanted change is considered an impact on community cohesion.

Table 4—1 lists all the impacts found in the individual study
reviews. They are ordered by study identification number and are
classified by impact type and project phase. The distribution of

- 
I these impacts by project phase and impact type is represented by

Figure 4a. Each cell of the figure represents a particular project
phase/impac t type combination (for examp le , construction/community
cohesion). In each cell are study identification numbers followed
by numbers in parentheses signifying the number of impac ts in that
s tudy which per tain to that particular project phase/impact type

— combination . In the lower righthand corner of each cell are the
total number of impacts found relating to that combination; these
numbers are added horizontally and vertically summing to a total
of 104.

Both Table 4—1 and Figure 4a are intended to ac t as guides to
the more extensive information found in the ind ividual summaries.
For instance, you are interes ted in the impac ts of cons truc tion
phas e actions on community cohesion . Looking at Figure 4a , you find
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______________

TABLE 4- 1 suMr-~Ap Y LIST OF IMPACTS

Key : Pre - Pre—C on st r -~’ct ion Phj se

Post - Post-Construction Phase

Const. - Construction Phase

D — Distr ibut ion Impacts

0 - Opportunity Impacts

-! LS - Local Service Delivery Impacts

CC - Community Cohesion Impacts

STUDY PHASE IM PA C T D E S C R I P T I O N  TYPE

Pre Interagency Conf l ict  CC

I Interest Groups Formed
to Block Plant CC

Interest Groups Formed
- 

• to Support Plant CC

Cancel la t ion of Intent
to B u i l d  CC

2 Pre Differing Level s of CC
‘N Awareness

‘N

Low Level of Accuracy CC

Farmers Most Interested CC

~1 ‘ Inequities Perceived CC

3 Post Reduction of Anxiety Over
Flooding LS

-
~ 

‘ Enchantment of Aesthetic
-t Va lue 0

Increased Economic /Social
Stabi l i ty  CC

-! Enchan tment of Leisure
A c t i v i t i e s  0

1 Increased Juvenile
Delinquency CC
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STUDY PHASE IMPACT DE SC R I P T I O N T Y PE

4 Post Different Levels of
Opposition to Projects CC

5 Pre Social Conflict Over
A e s t h e t i c  CC

6 Pre Differinq Institutional- Responses to Public Pressure LS

I “ Low Awareness of Pertinent
- A g e n c i e s  CC

Differing Awareness of
• S p e c i f i c  P l a n s  CC

Low Level of Poli t ical
Activity CC

7 Post Community Power Structure
Elaboration LS

• Conflict between new & old
interest groups CC

Decrease in Agricultural
Land 0

‘N
‘N . Decrease in Number of

Farmers CC

Creation of Bear Lake

- 
Regional Committee LS

-, 8 Post Reduction of Economic
Anxiety - CC

1 Beauty of Area Enhanced 0

Admi n i st rat i ve Prob lems LS

4 “ Limi ted Law Enforcement
Difficulties LS

9 Pre Lack of knowledge about
proposed Reservoirs CC

1 Opposition to Projects CC

Opposition to Corps CC
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STU DY~~ PHASE IMPACT DESCR iP TIO N TYPE

10 Pre Growing Oppos itio r. as
Projec t  Nears  CC

Pos t Financial Situation
Worsened D

Social Pattern Changed 0

11 Pre Favorable Reaction to
the Dam CC

Post Add to Economic Growth 0

Increase Community
Safety LS

Increase General Social
Well-Be ing D

12 Pre Hig h Awa reness - Low
Act ivity CC

‘ Differing Levels of
• Accuracy CC

High Degree of Approval CC

Lit t le Disagreement over
Distribution of Benefits 0

‘N

13 Pre Change Perceptions of
Land Value D

Fear of Out Migration D

Fear of Migration &
Transients D

Anxiety & Disorganizat ion
of Soc i al Struct ure CC

14 Post Fear of a loss of Tax
Reve nu e LS

Fear of loss of Tax Rev-
enue Unfounded LS

Inc rease Bu rden on Local
Roads LS

Greater Burden on Law En-
force men t Agenc ies LS
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STUDY ~/ PHASE IMPACT DESCRIPTION TYP E

1 5 Pre Intra—Conriunity Ani- CC
mosities Develop

Post Social Disorganization CC
i s no~ Perce i ved as
Signif icant as ELonomic
Change

- - 16 Pre Failure of Public Cuncern CC
to Crysta lize

17 Post Contribution of Recreation 0
to Local Economy Unim-
portant

Impact of Water-based 0
Industry More Important
tha n Recreat i on

18 Post Altered Distribution of 0
of Income

Inc reased Eco nom ic Sta bi li ty CC

19 Post Recreat i ona l Pa rt i c ip at ion 0
Af fec ted

Loss of Hu nting and Fishing 0
Streams

- 
• 

‘N 
‘N
~ 

- 20 Pre More a Project Affects CC
Landowners - More Intense
the Reaction

“ The More Knowle dgea b le - CC
the More Favorable

21 Post Inc rease d Legal i sm a nd LS
Formal i sm i n Commu ni ty
Government

New Town Image CC

Purchase of Rec reat ion 0
Equipment

- 
- Chan ging Town Social CC

Struct ure

Const Rapid Growth and Decline LS
of Community Services
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STUDY # PHASE IMPACT DESCRIPTION TYPE

22 Post Enha nce Beauty of Area 0

Increase in Job 0
Opportunities

23 Post Direction but not Magni- CC
tude of change Correctly
Perce ive d

Lack of Commun ity Organi- LS
zat ional Res pon se to
Reservoir-Induced Changes

24 Pre Anx iety Result i ng from CC
Dela y and Uncerta inty

Const Gene ral An im os i ty towa rd s CC
• the Corps

Post Increased Law Enforcement LS
Prob lems

Loss of Town Develo pment LS
Opt i ons

25 Pre Formation of Cit izens CC
Groups in Opposition to
Project

I’ Blocking of Project CC

26 Pre Widely varying perceptions CC
of the Value of Project

27 Pre Lack of Involvement of an CC
I n d i a n  T r i b e  i n  R e s e r v o i r
P l a n n i n g

28 Pre Opposition to Projects CC
I-. Based on Future Demand

to be Crea ted by Project

29 Post Water Resource Investments D
Do Not Af fect Populat i on
Growth

30 • Pre Favorable Public Reaction CC

Cause Community Conflict CC

Increase in Residential 0
Mobility
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STUDY # PHASE IMPACT DESCRIPTION TYPE

31 Pre Eco nomi c Benef i ts Foreseen 0

Limit ed Ex pectat ion of LS
Flood Co ntrol Benef i ts

Anx iety over Relocat i on CC

Fear of Undes irab le Chan ges CC

Perce i ved Necessity for LS
County Ini t iat i ves

32 Pre Anx i ety over Impacts of LS
Co nst ruct i on on School
District

33 Post Perception of Benefits Re-
late d to Rese rvo ir Type 0

Rese rvo i r Rec reat ion Does
Not Create Major Problems

Different Activities Per- 0
ceived as Having Different
Effects on W .Q.

34 Pre A pathy and Alienation CC
Among Local Residents

Co nst Lack of Co nfl ict over Dam CC
Construction

‘N

• 35 Post Att i tudes about Reservoir D
Change after Resettlement

Opposition Attitudes Sup— CC
ported by Hig h Levels of
Alienation

- - 36 Const Local Gover nment Serv i ces LS
Not Af fec ted

37 Post D i fferi ng Perce pt i ons of CC
Direction of General Impact

Unequal Distribution of D
Costs and Benefits

Feel ing of Powe r lessness LS
i n Local Gove rnment
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STUDY ~ PHASE IMPACT D E S C R I P T I O N  TYPE

38 Post Concern for Water Quality CC
Create d but Not
A c t i v i t y

Local Res id ents Des ir e to CC
Solve Ow n Prob lem s

Low In terest in Wa ter LS
Quality by Local
Governments

Low Interest in Water LS
Quality by Large
Develo pers

‘N
‘N
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study number 34 has an impact in that area. Turning to Table 4—i ,
you loca te the impac t descrip t ion “Lack of Conflict over Dam
Construction.” If you want to know how this was measured , what
type of construction is being referred to, and why there was
no conflict, go to the summary of Study 34 in Chapter 3. There
you will find (a) the project is a reservoir constructed in Montana ;
(b) the impact was measured through informal interviews ; and (c)
people see the dam construction as a passing phase which will leave
a reservoir and little else.

DISTRIBUTIONS

Besides serving as guides to more in—depth analysis of specific
impacts, Table 4—i and Figure 4a indicate quite a bit about the
state of research done on the social impacts of water resources
development projects. In terms of project phases, pre—construction
and post—construction get almost equal treatment, while construction
is virtually ignored . One reason for this imbalance is the difference
in time scales; both pre—construction and post—construction periods
tend to be substantially longer than construction periods. This
makes it much more difficult for the researcher to capture the

• specific impacts of that unusual period. However , the unusual nature
of the period should make it more amenable to impact analysis. This
clearly is an area in need of more research .

Impacts break down more evenly in terms of impact types. The
harder, more economic categories of distribution and opportunity,
however, do not get as much attention as the more socially—oriented
Local Service Delivery and Community Cohesion impacts. This is
especially true of the pre—construction phase impacts. This pattern
of distribution reflects the strong disciplinary bias of the studies.
Most of the studies reviewed in this report were done by sociologists
and anthropologists; their interests naturally focused on areas of
community structure, functioning, conflict, and cohesion. The more
economic issues such as income distribution and recreation opportunities
“fell through the cracks” as an effect of disciplinary division of
labor.

The division of labor becomes even more apparent when one looks
at the distribution of impacts within individual studies. A few
studies have impacts spreading over the range of impact types
(3, 10, 11). Most, however, concentrate on one or two impact types.

• The division is particularly marked in terms of project phases;
very few studies discuss impacts in more than one project phase.
These patterns lead one to conclude that little good , holistic
(multi—phase/multi—impact) work has been done on the social impacts
of water resources development projects.

Turnüig to the specific impacts found in the more popular
combinations (pre—construction/community cohesion; post—construction/
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opportunity; pcst construction/local service delivery ; and post—
construction/community cohesion), one finds an even further
narrowing of research interest. In pre—construction/ community
cohesion , the most popular combination , most of the impac ts deal
with awareness of a project , accuracy of awareness, and opposition
to a project. These are the most indirect and therefore most
tenuous indicators of community cohesion. Much less analysis is
given to intra—comrnunity conflict which much more closely relates
to the concept of community cohesion .

In post—construction/opportunity the emphasis is very strong

~n r ec r eat i o n  and related aes the t i c  oppor tuni t ies  provided by water
r ~; r ~ e~; c - c  lopment projects. Economic opportunities are the

~ v n~~- u’I~~~h receive any other mention. Cultural and especially
• c~~t i J~~~~ ~p or tu n i ti e s  are neglected.

truction/local service delivery impacts are more
v~~~ . -~d ~~~t-~ those in the oppor tun i ty  category . They cover local
~~~~~~ t~~ ’~ revenues, service delivery in general , law en forcemen t,
cL nc~~-~ iii local government ins t i tu t ions, and the provision of
hea l th  u~ i s a f e ty . The pos t—cons t ruc t ion / communi ty  cohesion impacts
are ~i 1 s c  f a i r l y  diverse , cover ing red uction of anxiety , chang ing

~ncia 1 structures , increase in stability, new town image , perceptions
uf clcinc~~, and degree of poli t ical  act ivi ty.

T~ic distribution of the 104 impacts found in the 38 studies
n i c h  qualified as post—audit social impact analyses of water

- • )ur:es development projects illustrates the relatively uncharted
it I f  t -  of the field. There are large gaps of coverage among and

• ~~~~: ihi impact categories and project phases. The neglect of

~truction phase and distribution impacts is particularly striking .• 
~ :iIiy alarming is the overwhelm ing interest within the pre—
-~~itruction/cominunity cohesion section in the most indirect measures
J cohesion. One means to cover these gaps is to recognize the

t endency to re inforce  them by fol lowing the we l l—t rodden  pa th  of
a~~t research and to design new research to counter this tendency .

;lie questions presented in the following chapter are intended to
ri id in broadening the focus of work on the social impacts of water
esources development projects.
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CHAPTER 5: RESEARCH QUESTIONS

The following questions are a preliminary attempt to outline
the types of concerns which should guide future work on social
impacts of water resources development projects. They are divided
into two sections: questions concerning the general conduct of
research on social impacts, and questions concerning specific
impac ts and projec t phases.

General:

1) What is the relationship of project type to the type and
distribution of impacts found?

2) Are there threshold effects relating to impact incidence that
relate to the size of a project?

3) How do the avowed project purposes affect the type of impacts
that occur: Is the effect of the purposes greater in the
pre—construction or post—construction phase?

4) What is the process whereby impacts transcend the phase of
their initiation? How do they change with the change in
project phase? Does the residual of an impac t in one phase
affect the nature of impacts in later phases?

5) What types of impacts are most likely to exist across project
phases?

6) What techniques are most suitable to identifying impacts across
the range of categories? Could the tracing and scanning methods
outlined in the technology assessment literature be app lied to
this type of research?

7) What would be the optimal structure for a comprehensive study
of the social impacts of a water resources developmen t project?
What funding level would be necessary?

8) How would one study the impacts of non—imp lementation of a
project? Would projected changes resulting f r om a projec t be
the only basis for evaluating impacts of non—implementation?

9) What categories of impacts could be added to distribution ,
opportunity , local service delivery, and community cohesion?

~peci f  Ic:

1) What is the relationship between expressed attitude and action
in opposition to a project in the pre—construction period?

2) To what extent does opposition to a project affect community
$ cohesion? Is there a threshold effect?
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3) What effect do different acquisition policies have on support
or opposition to project construction?

4) What factors are most closely related to favorable attitudes
• towards projects in the pre—construction period?

• 5) What is the timing of impacts of construction of a project on
the local government ’s services?

6) How do different project construction processes differ in their
impacts on school systems, law enforcement, health care delivery ,
or local tax revenue?

7) What are the common constraints to community, specifically local
government, response to problems created by reservoir construction?

8) What happens during the construction and post—construction periods
to interest groups formed in opposition to the project? Do
they disperse , find new causes, or continue in opposition?

I 9) How does a project become accepted by the community? What
• residual effects does this acceptance process have? What factors

facilitate the acceptance?

I 10) What is the local response to rising costs, economic and social ,
- of maintaining a project? How does the overall cost/benefit

analysis of the project shift over time?

11) How do actual inequities created by projects relate to perceived
-
~~ ~

— -• • inequities? What are the intervening variables that might
create perceptual distortion?

12) How do people react to the changes brought about by the project?
Do they maintain their pre—construction attitudes or does the
long time it takes impacts to occur dissipate concern?

13) Is there a significant difference between age groups and income
groups in their acceptance of a project?

14) What criteria can distinguish between the developmental and
destructive aspects of a project? or are these evaluationst solely the produce of the evaluators’ perspective?

-i
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CHAPTER 6: SUMMARY

A. Utility of the Study

The purpose of this analytical review of research reports on
social impacts of water resources development projects is to help
water resources planners identify and evaluate the impacts of

• project actions. The review provides this assistance by (a) summarizing
the results and methods of existing research on social impacts,
(b) analyzing the nature of the research through identification of
implicit patterns and resultant gaps in coverage, and (c) suggesting
questions for future research to address.

The source of the review ’s utility to the planner lies in its
application of the case survey method to case studies of the social
impacts of water resources development projects. The case survey
method, by applying a pre—designed format focusing on specific study
results, is particularly suited to areas of research where no
common research paradigm exists; social impacts of water resources
development projects is such a field . The real key to the review’s
utility is its concentration on case studies. By using only reports
discussing social impacts of specific projects that have occurred
or are occurring the review provides the planner with a substantial
foundation for evaluating impacts, a more substantial foundation
than a review of prospective, methodological, or attitudinal

• studies would provide .

The structure of the review follows three levels of summary .
The first level is the individual study summaries of Chapter 2.
These summaries contain information on the authors, funding groups,

-~~~ objectives, methodology , and impacts of each report reviewed. This
information is the most specific in the review and is therefore the
most valuable to a detailed evaluation.

The next summary level is the summary of study characteristics
(Chapter 3) and the impact summary (Chapter 4). Tables 3—1 and 4—1
and Figure 4a present brief synopses of the information found in
the individual study reviews. Their purpose is to allow the p lanner
to key into information in the study summaries from a va.iety of
concerns: methodology , objectives , type of project considered ,
impact category , and project phase.

The third and most general summary level is the analysis of the
state of the research found in the distributions sections of Chap ters 3

-
• and 4. In these sections , the patterns of incidence relating to each

st udy characteristic , impact category, and project phase are presented.
Figures 3a, 3b , 3c, 3d, and 4a all represent various distributions
relating to the field of social impacts of water resources development
projects. The questions presented in Chapter 5 for future research
to address are designed to level out some of the more uneven qualities
of the distributions found in Chapters 3 and 4.
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B. State of the Research

The distribution sections of the summary of study characteristics
and impact summary chapters point out some important facts about
the current state of research on the social impacts of water
resources development projects. Not much research has focused on

• those impacts of specific water resources development projects
which have occurred. Earl Cook in the 1974 Reservoir Impact Study
(see Bibliography) wrote,

In searching the literature, one finds that the
• notion of trying to measure the total impact of a

large water—resources project seems surprisingly
novel. The few post—construction studies that have
been made have looked at the decision process and
the economic impac ts, but generally have neglected
environmental, social, and land—use effects. (p. 1—41)

The interest-in the area has been increasing in the recent past
(see Figure 3a) with the increasing inclusion of social impact
assessment in water—related legialation and administrative

• regulations. There have been few repeaters in the area of research;
only two groups —— the Institute for Social Science Research on

• Natural Resources, Utah State University (Wade Andrews) and the
Water Resources Research Institute, University of Kentucky (Phillip
Drucker) — —  could be identified as having a continuing interest in
the hindsight analysis of social impacts of water resources
development projects. The few reports done by private consulting
firms differed little from the university research ; they were only
slightly more economic in emphasis and made more of a point of

• trying to meet the needs of planners.

The predominance of university—based research in this field
means the research on social impacts has been done within the
confines of traditional academic disciplines. Sociology and
anthropology have had the greatest share with political science
and e~onomics following a distant third and fourth (see Figure 3b).
Several of the studies employ more than one discipline ; for the
most part, though , this means different disciplines prepare different
parts of the report. There had been little truly interdisciplinary
work on the social impacts of water resources development projects.

The state of research results (impacts) follows the pattern
of disciplines outlined in Figure 3b. Because sociologists and
anthropologists dominate the field , attitudinal impacts, especially
relating to community cohesion prior to construction, have received
the most attention. The range and nature of attitudes and knowledge
about a project have been well—charted in the research. Researchers
have also devoted some effort to analyzing the formation and activity
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of interest groups opposing and supporting a project. In the
post—construction phase, a wide variety of impacts on community
cohesion and local service delivery have been identified; the work
in these two areas has been some of the best done on the social
impacts of water resources development projects. Equally well—
covered has been the importance of a project to local aesthetic

- preferences .

While the research on social impacts of water resources
development projects is strong in certain areas, it has certain
distinct weaknesses. Construction phase impacts have been
virtually ignored . The more economic impacts in the distribution
and opportunity categories have received much less attention than
the more sociological areas of community cohesion and local
service delivery . In the community cohesion/pre—construction
section , the overwhelming portion of the impacts identified are
only indirectly related to community cohesion ; little has been
done to directly measure intra—community conflict. The relationship
between water resources development projects and the provision of
educational and cultural opportunities has also received very
little attention.

These gaps in impact coverage result from various factors
relating to the structure of the research on social impacts of
water resources development projects. First, the types of projects
discussed has been severely limited; one could almost call this
a review of the social impacts of reservoirs. Very little has
been done on canals, dredging, channelization , or non—structural
flood control measures. Second , the research has been at best
exploratory ; each researcher has virtually started from scratch,
as Earl Cook’s statement above indicates . One result of the
diffuse nature of the field has been a failure to identify the
significant areas of research . There are not even accepted
categories of impacts. Third , there has been little effort to
explore and identify the full range of social impacts deriving
from a water resources development project. For the most part
researchers have stayed within the safety of their disciplinary

• boundaries. Fourth, there has been very little truly interdisciplinary
study of the social impacts of water resources development projects.
This has resulted in a neglect of cross—phase/cross—impact category
impacts

C. Prospects

These problems are difficult but not insurmountable. As
indicated , the key to better results (and therefore better utility
to the planner) is improving the structure of the studies. More
emphasis should be placed on identifying the full range of social
impacts deriving them project actions. This requires the use of
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a holistic approach to the problem and a truly interdisciplinary
team of researchers. Also , the research should be undertaken
w ith a greater interest in meeting the needs of planners. This
does not mean researchers should respond to the immediate short—
run problems of the planner in doing social impact work. Instead
the planner and researcher should work together to ensure maximum
coverage of impacts and realistic evaluation of their significance.

The research on the social impacts of water resources development
projects is at a critical stage. If the research follows its current
trends the field will continue to fragment , leaving wide gaps in
impact coverage both across ~‘hases and across categories. Using
this review , planners can reverse this tendency . They can make
sure researchers make best use of the existing research —— its
streng ths and its weaknesses. Plaaners can also incorporate , with
the assistance of researchers , social impact data collection into
normal reporting requirements for project actions . This wo’ild
greatly enhance the researcher ’s ability to identify and evaluate

2 significant perturbations in the society that were caused by the
project. Moreover , through continued monitoring of the research
using reviews such as this one , planners can better appreciate
the consequences of project actions . When more different types
of projects in more areas of the country have been studied using
data generated for the purpose of analyzing social impacts, the
planner will have a better foundation from which to evaluate the
impacts of a specific project action in question . This in turn
will improve the planning process and better enable the planner
to meet the legislative and administrative requirement to evaluate
effec ts on social well—being .
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